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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 
 
Developing artist live/work spaces is a popular tactic for improving 
marginalized portions of the urban landscape. As such, there is a fair amount of 
research regarding the influence these spaces can have on the economic and 
social evolution of a neighborhood. With an end goal of widening the 
conversation by including the artists’ voices, this paper investigates the various 
elements of artist live/work space from the perspective of the artist-residents. 
Using an artist’s input while creating live/work space benefits developers, based 
on the conceit that if artists find the spaces functional, they will have a sense of 
ownership and perhaps even prolonged and consistent residency—one hallmark 
of a healthy real estate project.  
This paper shares the relevant history, the physical properties of several 
significant live/work spaces, and the current market need for live/work space. It 
also discusses several common themes drawn from anecdotal information 
collected nationwide from artists, through five site visits and twenty-three 
completed on-line questionnaires. In the conclusion of this paper, these common 
themes are translated into preliminary best-practices and applied to future 
live/work projects, with particular focus on the city of Philadelphia. Artists claim 
that having sufficient amounts of affordable space, soundproof walls, and a 
iii 
 
community of other artists with whom to interact and collaborate are the three 
essential elements of good live/work space. The following paper reports on the 
research that resulted in the understanding of the importance of these three 
elements in successful artist live/work space projects, as well as the finding that 
artist live/work space increases artistic output.  
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Dedicated to any artist who has ever had to take time away from their art-
making to carve out a live/work space for themselves (legally or otherwise).  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 
 
The subtitle of this paper, “living with chemicals/working in bed,” is a 
combination of answers from two artists responding to a questionnaire 
administered during the research collection phase of this thesis project on artist 
live/work space. More specifically this thesis focuses on artist live/work space 
from the perspective of the artist-residents, so as part of the questionnaire 
respondents were asked to finish the sentence, “My experience in artist 
live/work space affected my artistic career by...," and these two answers were 
the most humorous as well as unexpected. They also embody a fundamental 
hurdle that is unique to the subject of artist housing. As technology advances 
and home offices and telecommuting become commonplace, it is more likely 
that the 21st century employee is still in their pajamas (in bed) when they send e-
mails to their boss or client. Less likely, is that their work requires living with 
chemicals (or the other tools an artist might employ—a kiln, MIG welder, dance 
floor, piano, etc.).  
Few contemporary occupations require their practitioners secure both 
housing and separate, dedicated workspace (for their easels, kilns, or welding 
equipment). Farmers need land for cultivating or grazing, but otherwise it is hard 
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to name vocations that cannot be performed at a computer workstation or in a 
work environment that is not the responsibility of the professional. Artists face a 
double economic strain—paying a rent or mortgage on both a living 
arrangement and a space for creating their artwork. Compounding this hardship 
is the low pay scale most artists face when entering the market. There is a lot to 
be learned from the experiences of the fortunate artists who find adequate 
live/work spaces where they can comfortably live in the same place they safely 
create their artwork.  
Preparing artists, and the arts administrators who work with them, to 
better understand the intricacies of live/work space will offer much needed 
knowledge on this very specific sector of the real estate market. This knowledge 
can support the twice burdened artists paying for studio space—artists who 
could profit financially and artistically from the dual-purpose living and working 
arrangements that artist live/work spaces provide. The role artists play in the 
subtle, and sometimes not subtle, phenomenon of neighborhood gentrification 
has been documented heavily over the last few decades. There are many issues 
and varied perspectives related to this phenomenon, but chief among them for 
consideration in this research is the idea that artists deserve to benefit from 
their key role in the revitalization of American cities.  
The case-making for artist live/work space has focused heavily on the 
economic impact artists have on the communities they move into, data which is 
a powerful tool when seeking funding for projects; however, it is equally 
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important to focus on the wants and needs of the artist-residents who occupy 
the live/work spaces. Numerous case studies and examples have established that 
artists help increase the property value of an area through the process of 
gentrification, but do artist live/work spaces increase an artist’s artistic output? 
Once a live/work space has been developed and built, if the eventual tenants do 
not find the environment to be conducive to creativity has the project fulfilled its 
primary function as a place for making art? To answer these questions the 
research for this thesis focuses on the opinions of artists experienced with 
live/work set-ups. The previously mentioned ten-question questionnaire was 
one phase of the research. There was also a literature review to delve into the 
history of, and issues surrounding, artist housing and five site visits to gain 
firsthand experience with the look and feel of artist live/work spaces. The 
qualitative nature of the research allowed the author of this paper to gain a 
broad understanding of the issues as well as some specific examples of successes 
and failures that are worth sharing.  
At the outset, the anticipated findings for this research were that artist-
residents who are lucky enough to find true live/work space would experience 
positive effects on their artistic output. Successful artist live/work spaces would 
be ones which involved careful planning, secure funding, developers with past 
experience working with artists, artist involvement throughout, and community 
buy-in during the initial phases and sustainability plans. More nuanced aspects of 
creating artist live/work space were also going to present themselves in each 
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unique project and the author realized that it would not be likely that these 
findings could be applied universally, but would instead look to aggregate 
commonly mentioned experiences into larger themes. 
 
Background and Literature 
The artist’s need for a dedicated place for the act of creation includes 
well known examples that range from Paul Cezanne’s Giverny, to Frida Kahlo and 
Diego Rivera’s House-Studio, to Donald Judd’s Judd Foundation in Marfa, TX. The 
studio, atelier, taller—all are sacred spaces that occupy a place of importance in 
the arts, as the quiet havens where the artist pursues, creates, and perfects her 
art. Artists’ studios are key components in the study of the history of art and 
scholarly work has been devoted to recording their features and their 
functionality. From the Renaissance studios of Florence where the masters 
oversaw their assistants toiling away on commissioned works; to the 16th 
century Dutch artists who created masterpieces depicting daily life inside their 
studios; to the starving artist in his garret in 19th century Paris, as portrayed in 
books such as Manette Salomon by the Goncourt brothers; up to the “factory” 
studios of 20th century artists such as Andy Warhol or contemporary artists such 
as Jeffrey Koons—which come full circle and are reminiscent of the assistant 
filled studios of the Renaissance—and finally to the recent destruction of the 
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Shanghai studio of Ai Weiwei by city officials.1 The artist’s studio holds a vital 
place in the collective understanding of what it means to be an artist; it is the 
mythical locus where the alchemy of art miraculously turns stone, canvas, and 
paint into something provocative and beautiful. And yet, when being instructed 
in art schools and studio arts and dance programs at conservatories, colleges, 
and universities artists are rarely offered a course on buying property or real 
estate development. They are taught composition, choreography, and color 
theory but not financing and zoning codes. Why is the acquisition of these skills 
overlooked when it is the obstacle that hinders creation perhaps more than any 
other?2  
One issue faced by individual artists is the attitude regarding their 
function in society, as well as the ability and the need to support them. 
Traditionally, artists’ output was seen as something outside of the normal 
market, not “wage labor” as French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu posited; this 
meant artists were kept out of the traditional commodity for exchange 
proposition and instead had patrons who supported them.3 In modern times, 
this attitude means that many artists are unable to support themselves with 
their work alone and must become their own patrons, taking second jobs to 
                                                 
1
 Edward Wong, “Chinese Authorities Raze an Artist’s Studio,” New York Times, (January 13, 
2011): Section A. 6. 
2
Maria Rosario Jackson, “Investing in Creativity: A Study of the Support Structure for U.S. Artists,” 
Urban Institute, Washington, D.C. (2003): 46. 
3
 Carole Rosenstein, “Conceiving Artistic Work in the Formation of Artist Policy: Thinking Beyond 
Disinterest and Autonomy,” Journal of Arts Management, Law & Society. V. 34. No. 1 (2004). 
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supplement their income.4 Artists exist outside of the market and so their needs, 
and the financial requirements of being an artist, are often ignored.  
 For the vast majority of American artists, the exception being a few 
highly successful living artists who rise to the top of the art market, there must 
be subsidization of their careers with supplemental income-generating work, as 
was previously mentioned. The other option is to seek grants, but as salt in the 
wound, it is difficult for individual artists to access grant money to support their 
art-making because many public and private funders in the United States do not 
support individual artists and instead only grant money to the organizations that 
support artists.5 This comes out of a desire to see the impact of their dollars, 
impact that is greater than one person’s artistic output, and also to have 
systemic and/or measurable outcomes at the end of a grant. The silver lining to 
this philanthropic practice is that funders will channel support to artists through 
artist live/work space development projects, the exact type of projects funders 
feel secure supporting for their many verifiable outcomes. The question is, “how 
relevant to the artist-residents are these outcomes?”—the two most commonly 
measured being economic impact and urban revitalization.  
The current research on artist live/work space is frequently conducted by 
scholars who focus on urban planning, community revitalization, and the 
economic impact of live/work spaces. The studies that look specifically at the 
                                                 
4
 Joan Jeffri, “Artist as Citizen After the Culture Wars,” (presentation, Conference on Social 
Theory, Politics and the Arts, Drexel University, Philadelphia, PA, October 9 to 11, 1998). 
5
 Ann Galligan and Joni Maya Cherbo, “Financial Support for Individual Artists in the United 
States,” (Northeastern University, 2004). 
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role the arts play in a community have been extensively added to by Ann 
Markusen at the University of Minnesota’s Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of 
Public Affairs. Leveraging Investments in Creativity (LINC), is a ten-year national 
initiative funded by a group of foundations to improve the conditions for artists 
by focusing on artist live/work space, in addition to health care, and training and 
professional development for artists, LINC has published several very helpful 
reports on artists’ space, written primarily by Maria Rosario Jackson from The 
Urban Institute. In her research Ms. Jackson highlights several best practices to 
employ when advocating for artist housing, while her colleague Chris Walker has 
written a report that focuses on financing artist space. Ms. Jackson is a frequent 
presenter at conferences and participant in National Endowment for the Arts’ 
(NEA) convenings, often advocating for the place artist live/work space plays in 
the revitalization of cities. A practitioner with a deep understanding of the 
impact artists have on a community is Jason Schupbach. In May of 2010, Mr. 
Schupbach was appointed Director of Design at the NEA; his prior position was 
as Creative Economy Industry Director for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Schupbach’s 2003 thesis, which he wrote in fulfillment for a city planning 
Master’s degree from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, focused on arts 
districts in the New England region, where a few cities have offered tax 
incentives for artists who settle in cultural districts.6 In his role at the NEA, Mr. 
                                                 
6
 Elizabeth Strom, “Artist Garret as Growth Machine? Local Policy and Artist Housing in U.S. 
Cities,” Journal of Planning Education and Research. Vol. 29(3). Originally published on-line Jan 
12, 2010. pp. 367 – 378. 
8 
 
Schupbach has applied his expertise by working on Chairman Rocco Landesman’s 
inaugural initiative, The Mayors' Institute on City Design 25th Anniversary 
Initiative, which focuses on artists as place-makers and which will be discussed in 
the conclusion of this paper.  
In the Philadelphia region, the research on artists’ impact on a city has 
been added to by Mark Stern and Susan C. Seifert at the University of 
Pennsylvania’s Social Impact of the Arts Project. There is more room for research 
to be conducted in the greater Philadelphia area, as there are currently no 
studies looking at the artist live/work space projects that have been built. As part 
of her Master’s degree in urban and regional planning Ms. Markusen’s research 
assistant, Anne Gadwa, has published a paper reviewing the artist housing 
projects that Artspace Projects, Inc. (Artspace) has developed. Her study was 
done in conjunction with Artspace and was created to serve as, “a process and 
outcome evaluation: a best practices probe, an objective independent impact 
assessment, and a tool to generate statistics that can be used for advocacy.”7 
According to Ms. Markusen, Ms. Gadwa has conducted a very thorough study; 
where other economic impact studies often do not go far enough she looks at 
more than just general economic indicators, including new businesses and 
residential vacancies in the neighborhoods around live/work spaces.8 Ms. 
                                                 
7
 Anne Gadwa, “Evaluating the Impacts of Artspace Project’s Developments: A Roadmap for 
Moving Forward,” The Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs, The University of 
Minnesota (2009). 
8
 Ann Markusen and Anne Gadwa, “Arts and Culture in Urban or Regional Planning; A Review and 
Research Agenda,” Journal of Planning Education and Research, Vol. 29(3)( Jan 12, 2010): 379-
391. 
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Markusen agrees with Ms. Gadwa’s inclusion of additional indicators, as she 
feels the elements that are most commonly missing from research looking at the 
use of artists in urban planning and economic impact are substitution, efficiency, 
and equity.9 Keeping this in mind with future research, specifically for research 
conducted in the Philadelphia region, would result in a richer understanding of 
the impacts of artist live/work space projects, such as Coral Street Arts House. A 
Philadelphia study would also allow for comparative analysis that is more current 
and takes into consideration the other artist live/work space projects around the 
country, and the research already conducted by Ms. Gadwa.  
 
Definition of Terms 
In the course of this paper a few key terms will be used repeatedly. The 
spaces investigated will be referred to as live/work spaces. These are also 
sometimes referred to as “mixed-use” spaces because they are locations where 
both residential zoning and commercial or industrial zoning are applied. The 
live/work nomenclature is used in this paper because it serves as a reminder of 
the main condition that was established as a requirement for inclusion, that both 
living and artistic creation take place under a single roof; however, the term 
“mixed-use” is synonymous with live/work space and could have just as 
accurately been used.   
                                                 
9
 Ibid. 
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Artists with studios in a locale separate from their living set-up would not 
be considered as occupying live/work space and their opinions are not included 
in this paper. To clarify that the individuals cited in this paper are ones who 
occupy or at one time occupied live/work space, the artists interviewed will be 
referred to as artist-residents. The artists who anonymously replied to the ten-
question questionnaire will be referred to as artist-respondents. Artist-
respondents and artist-residents can be thought of interchangeably since one of 
the screening questions for the on-line questionnaire was that the artist-
respondent have at least one experience with live/work space.  
The SoHO effect is the phenomenon of neighborhood gentrification that 
happens when artists settle in an area; make the neighborhood more appealing 
by fixing it up and animating it; and then are priced out when commercial real 
estate developers move in and do their own projects, exploiting the popularity of 
the neighborhood that the artists helped establish.10 Sharon Zukin presented this 
scenario in her 1982 text on the effect of artists on various neighborhoods in 
New York City, Loft Living: Culture and Capital in Urban Change. The SoHO effect 
is a chronic issue for artists who have come to be seen by developers as catalysts 
for positive change in a neighborhood.11 Even though SoHO effect takes its name 
                                                 
10
 Rosenstein, “Conceiving Artistic Work in the Formation of Artist Policy,” Journal of Arts 
Management, Law & Society. V. 34. No. 1 (2004). 
11
 SoHO is the neighborhood where historically much of New York City’s light manufacturing was 
based. The first pioneering artists who moved into the vacant loft spaces of SoHO were able to 
because the market had changed and these businesses had moved out to the surrounding 
suburbs. But this is not a universal scenario; sometimes the distressed neighborhood artists 
move into already has residents and just as the artists suffer from the gentrification that happens 
because of the SoHO effect, so do the residents who were already there. One perspective that 
11 
 
from the SoHO (South of Houston St.) neighborhood of Manhattan, in this paper 
the term will act as a placeholder for all forms of gentrification that happen 
when artists become priced out of an area they had moved into, regardless of 
the location of the gentrification being described. The SoHO effect will describe 
any time artists move in and begin the process of neighborhood improvement, 
opening the doors for real estate developers who are not pursuing projects 
because an area is considered “at risk” or lacking in the amenities typically 
sought by city dwellers moving into a neighborhood. (See Appendix A for a 
glossary of additional terms.) 
 
Procedure 
The research methodology for this thesis was qualitative, as the goal of 
the research was to further develop the understanding of the issue of artist 
live/work space in a holistic and inclusive way. The range of options for types of 
artist live/work spaces are almost endless and so rather than try to gather hard 
data for analysis the author approached the research as an opportunity to collect 
anecdotes and opinions from a few representative scenarios. There were three 
phases of research that contributed to this understanding: the first consisted of a 
                                                                                                                                     
will not be addressed in this paper is the attitude of the pre-existing residents toward the artists 
that move in. This is out of a desire to focus the research and not an indication that the author 
does not place importance on the impact that gentrification can also have on these historic 
residents. The research of this paper was collected to gather the perspective of artists, but their 
plight can serve as a proxy for all displaced residents who are priced out of a neighborhood. One 
current example of the tension around this issue of gentrification is the Point Breeze 
neighborhood of Philadelphia, PA. Citizens’ groups have worked to have a City Council bill passed 
that would halt all new construction and slow the gentrification that they see happening. 
http://articles.philly.com/2011-04-04/news/29380524_1_point-breeze-residents-neighborhood  
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literature review which helped to ground the author in the scholarly work that 
has already been conducted on the topic of artists’ housing; the second phase 
consisted of five in-depth interviews and site visits to artist live/work spaces 
around the country; and the third and final phase, which happened concurrently 
with the second, was an on-line questionnaire completed by twenty-three artist-
residents. 
 
Literature review 
The literature review, conducted well in advance of the other two phases 
of research, included reviewing published materials on the topic of developing 
artist live/work space as well as the role of artist live/work spaces in the 
revitalization of cities. Scholars such as Richard Florida of the University of 
Toronto, Mark Stern and Susan C. Seifert of the University of Pennsylvania, Maria 
Rosario Jackson of the Urban Institute, and Ann Markusen of the University of 
Minneapolis have all written extensively on this topic of the role of artists in 
cities. The literature that has been compiled for the “user group”, the artist-
residents, is less robust than the scholarly research on the above topics. There 
are a few how-to manuals on finding and renovating lofts. Early texts such as 
Pioneering in the Urban Wilderness by Jim Stratton and the more recently 
published, The Art Studio/Loft Manual: For Ambitious Artists and Creators by Eric 
Rudd, were both invaluable resources while researching this project.  
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In-depth interviews and site visits 
Four of the five site visits were conducted prior to the creation and 
administration of the on-line questionnaire. This allowed the author to gain an 
initial understanding of live/work space issues and use this knowledge to help 
frame the topics to be included in the questionnaire. The site visits gave the 
author valuable firsthand exposure to what real artist live/work spaces look and 
feel like, including visits to two seminal live/work spaces. 
To acquire a better understanding of the various types of artist live/work 
spaces found in the United States, the author strategically selected spaces that 
have different ownership models, ones that have been in existence for varying 
years, and that are occupied by artists with a range of artistic disciplines. The site 
visits were in five cities which were selected to represent the geographic regions 
of the country: Southern (Athens, GA), Central (Chicago, IL and St. Paul, MN), 
Western (San Francisco, CA) and Eastern (Philadelphia, PA). The author would 
have also visited the Southwestern United States and a few more examples in 
the Eastern United States, however, a limited travel budget and short timeframe 
were hindrances to conducting additional research.  
 
 On-line questionnaire 
 To access a diverse range of opinions, as well as collect a large sampling 
of opinions on the pros and cons of live/work space, the author created a ten-
question questionnaire using the free, on-line survey software Survey Monkey. 
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(Appendix B.) The ten questions were crafted to gather demographic and artistic 
discipline information; background on the location and ownership model of the 
live/work space; and also details on likes and dislikes of the live/work set-up, as 
well as the effect live/work space has on artistic output. The author projected 
receiving between fifteen and twenty completed questionnaires through the 
Survey Monkey website; twenty-three completed questionnaires were collected. 
The on-line survey launched on November 14, 2010 and was taken off-
line on January 14, 2011. Invitations to participate in the survey were sent out in 
an e-mail, which included a link to the survey, to over one hundred personal 
contacts nationwide. (Appendix C.) Included in this invitation contact list were 
visual artists, set designers, Hollywood actors, dancers, musicians, DJs, film-
makers, professors, Broadway and off-Broadway actors, New York gallery 
owners, and arts administrators, among others. The author also included a 
posting to the survey link on her Facebook profile, this generated no responses. 
To increase participation levels the author offered a $50 American Express gift 
card to one individual who submitted a completed survey. This person was 
selected by randomly drawing her name from a basket the day after the survey 
was taken off-line. Names and contact information were collected during the 
survey, with the understanding that the results would be kept anonymous and 
that contact information was for the drawing purposes only; all but one person 
included some form of contact information with their completed questionnaire.  
15 
 
 
Limitations of the Study  
This study attempts to determine the attitudes of artist-residents who 
occupy live/work space. To be considered for inclusion in this paper’s research 
the example projects had to provide housing options for artists and could not 
simply consist of studio space or other types of artist facilities. 
Working artists have historically concentrated in our nation’s urban 
centers, which is still the trend according to NEA research.12 As such, the site 
visits only include examples in major cities in the United States, and exclude rural 
or suburban projects. In relation to the on-line questionnaire, some of the 
respondents are artist-residents who have experience with live/work space in 
suburban and rural areas. These responses are included in the research as they 
represent a new movement of artists choosing to live outside of urban centers, 
something made possible through the improved communications of an internet-
connected world. As a 2002 New York Times article points out, “the absorption 
of technology into art has made it possible to live and work at some distance 
from galleries and curators. While there certainly is an advantage in being in 
New York City, you can e-mail and send in your slides *…+ the city is losing a 
creative talent pool that way.”13 International artist live/work spaces will not be 
                                                 
12
 National Endowment for the Arts, “Artists in the Workforce, 1990-2005,” June 2008, available 
from: http://www.nea.gov/research/ArtistsInWorkforce.pdf.  
13
 Nadine Brozan, “Artists Canvassing for Space,” New York Times, October 13, 2002. 
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included in the research as the support structure for artists varies widely from 
country to country, as do the practices regarding real estate development.  
The cities selected for the site visits are ones where artist live/work 
projects have been in existence for at least five years and have continuously 
fulfilled their primary goal of providing living and working space for artists. 
Including projects that are doing well will allow this research to locate the key 
elements of successful projects, and this will ultimately allow the author to point 
towards the aspects of live/work space that are worth replicating. In the 
conclusion of this paper the author will also attempt to apply the findings from 
the research to the city of Philadelphia, a real estate market with few true 
live/work spaces and a lot of potential to benefit from this model.   
 
Thesis Statement  
 Over the past several decades, artist live/work spaces have become an 
important implement in the tool kit of economic developers. The SoHO effect, 
the power to gentrify a formerly disadvantaged neighborhood, puts artists into 
the role of worker bees; developers see the artists as the members of the colony 
who do the heavy lifting when establishing a new hive. A neighborhood can go 
from marginal to trendy with a few pioneering artists and the galleries, cafés, 
and restaurants that follow closely behind. This argument is one that scholars 
and arts administrators support with data, out of a desire to secure funding for 
artist live/work spaces. Successful artist live/work spaces are exemplified by 
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projects by Artspace and community development corporations (CDCs) such as 
the New Kensington CDC, which have provided countless artists with appropriate 
spaces for living and for practicing and creating their art.  
Communities and cities have experienced regrowth because of artist 
live/work space projects. Now it is the artists’ turn to reap the benefits of what 
live/work spaces offer. It is not surprising that much of the research caters to the 
needs of the power players who have expressed interest in funding or 
constructing live/work space projects—the developers, CDCs, and 
philanthropists—but it is time to take a look at what success means from the 
artists’ perspective. The research conducted for this paper was collected from 
the opinions of the artist-residents and the fundamental finding is that live/work 
opportunities increase artistic output for the majority of artists interviewed. 
There are a few criteria for live/work space that improve its functionality and 
that could be applied to other live/work space projects: sufficient amounts of 
affordable space, soundproof walls, and a community of other artists with whom 
to interact or even collaborate. Applying tested elements of successful artist 
live/work space will take the conversation between the developers and city 
planners from, “Build it and they will come and improve the neighborhood,” to 
“Build it and they will come; and will like it when they get here; and be able to 
make great art; and will stay and become essential members of the citizenry.”  
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CHAPTER ONE – IN-PERSON INTERVIEWS 
 
 
 
 
As previously stated, the five sites selected for inclusion in this paper 
allowed the author to investigate diverse regions of the United States, several 
types of ownership models, and different set-ups for various forms of artistic 
creation. In St. Paul, MN, the site visited was an example of a nonprofit-
developed live/work space. The Northern Warehouse Artists’ Co-operative 
(http://www.nwacartists.com) is the first project that Artspace ever completed 
and the visit was hosted by a musical composer who is also a published author. 
In Athens, GA, the artist live/work space is privately owned by a ceramics artist 
who purchased 4,000 square feet of raw space, in a reclaimed early 20th century 
cotton mill, from a commercial developer. The next site visit was to the Pilsen 
neighborhood in Chicago, IL, which is home to more artists than any other 
neighborhood in the city according to the host at the Colibri Studio/Gallery, an 
artist live/work space in a former storefront with gallery and workspace at 
street-level and living space upstairs. In San Francisco, CA, the author visited 
Project Artaud (http://www.projectartaud.org), a former factory building that 
went from abandoned to live/work when artists and squatters occupied the 
building and then eventually organized and advocated to pass zoning that made 
19 
 
live/work space possible in the city of San Francisco. The Coral Street Arts House, 
located in Philadelphia, PA, is a subsidized housing project developed by a CDC 
that provides low-income families and artists with a safe and well-maintained 
building to live in, in the up and coming Kensington neighborhood.  
Musicians, painters, ceramics artists, and building coordinators were kind 
enough to take time away from their busy schedules to give tours of their 
live/work spaces and share the histories of their homes. The following chapter 
includes summaries of each of these site visits. There is no one-size-fits-all 
perfect set-up for artists, but by visiting a variety of sites the author hoped to 
gain an understanding of what is being used by artists in the United States for 
live/work space and to see if there is any crossover between sites, best practices 
that can be replicated elsewhere, or negative experiences and life lessons that 
can be shared to help other artists avoid replicating mistakes.  
 
Live/work co-operative developed by a nonprofit - St. Paul, MN 
 
Background 
Artspace is the oldest, best known, and consequently the most frequently 
mentioned organization when it comes to artist live/work space development 
projects. For this reason a site visit to an Artspace project was the first to be 
included in the research portion of this study. Begun in the late 1970s to manage 
a few loft spaces in Minneapolis, today Artspace has grown into a development 
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and consulting firm with twenty-two buildings in the United States and Canada, 
and another seven that are either in the process of being built or on which they 
are consulting.14 Their mission is to provide artist live/work space to artists at 
reasonable rates and they accomplish this with a model they have developed 
over the last several decades. Artspace applies for Low Income Housing Tax 
Credits or Historic Tax Credits which they trade with a corporation who provides 
them with capital for the work or for a bridge loan. They also occasionally apply 
for funding through the United States Department of Housing and Urban 
Development’s programs, such as Community Development Block Grants and 
HOME funds. Other financing tools include Federal Home Loan Bank funds, Tax 
Increment Financing, city and state cultural facility grants, mortgages, and 
philanthropic dollars.15 Next they renovate or build a new space in a way that is 
appropriate for artist live/work space, in cities where they have conducted 
surveys to determine need; and then finally, they rent at a fair rate to artists who 
fit an income bracket that Artspace calculates based on local averages.16   
The first artist live/work space project that Artspace completed was the 
Northern Warehouse Artists’ Co-operative (NWAC), a renovation of a former 
factory building located in the Lowertown neighborhood of St. Paul, MN. (Figure 
1.) Leah Swartz, of the Minneapolis Artspace office, facilitated an interview with 
Justin Busch, current president of the board of the NWAC. Mr. Busch is a 
                                                 
14
 Artspace Projects, Inc. website, available from: http://www.artspace.org.  
15
 FAQ on Artspace Projects, Inc. website, available from: 
http://www.artspace.org/about/faq.html.  
16
 Ray Conlogue, “Artist Colonizing, American-style,” Globe and Mail, June 21, 2000. 
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composer as well as a published author who has lived at the NWAC for over four 
years. Mr. Busch discovered the NWAC through a friend and it is his first 
experience in an artist live/work co-operative, having previously lived in 
Connecticut, Massachusetts, Virginia, Ontario, and upstate New York in various 
other types of housing.        
                
 
Figure 1. Panorama photo of Northern Warehouse Artists’ Co-operative, St. Paul, MN. 
 
The space 
  
Artspace’s renovation on the 1908 building was completed in 1990 and 
involved constructing the live/work spaces as well as replacing the building’s 
windows. The development costs were $5.6 million and were covered partly with 
grants awarded from nine different funders.17 The building has fifty-two units 
and is 161,280 square feet. Artspace works with the board of the NWAC to run 
the co-operative and with a management company who maintains the building. 
The first two floors consist of 54,500 square feet of commercial rental space 
which produces income that goes towards the operating budget of the building. 
                                                 
17
 NWAC building fact sheet, Artspace website, available from: 
http://www.artspace.org/pdfs/Northern%20Warehouse%20Artists%20Cooperative.pdf.   
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The tenants of these spaces are arts-related, including a gallery space, designers, 
and studio spaces for artists that live elsewhere.  
 New tenant-applicants for the live/work spaces are vetted by an Artspace 
selection committee, which includes at least five NWAC members whose role it 
is to meet with potential residents to explain life at the co-operative. As part of 
this process, the selection committee also looks at the artist’s portfolio as artist-
residents must be working artists to be eligible to live at the NWAC. Some 
residents do stop making art as their primary career during their time at the 
NWAC and according to the co-operative rules this change does not necessitate 
moving out. 
The NWAC is meant to be an incubator-type space, with reasonable rents 
that allow artists the breathing room to establish themselves financially and then 
move on. According to Mr. Busch, several artists have recently purchased homes 
and left the NWAC. Of the original group of 1990 residents, five are still living at 
the NWAC. The co-operative guidelines allow residents to stay as long as they 
are in good financial and legal standing; artist-residents would be asked to leave 
if they were filing for bankruptcy or if they engaged in an illegal activity. In its 
twenty year history there have typically been more visual artist-residents living 
at the NWAC but currently there are more actors, which might be explained by 
the vibrant theatre community in the Twin Cities area.  
In keeping with the mission of offering artist live/work spaces at 
affordable rates, the rents at the NWAC do not exceed more than 30% of 60% of 
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the regional median income. The spaces vary in size, some as large as 2,000 
square feet, and the rents are priced to be commensurate with size and amount 
of natural light. The spaces have a basic floor plan; typically with one dividing 
wall that creates a smaller space within the larger one. (Figure 2.) This wall 
cannot be permanently altered, but other types of renovations are allowed. 
(Figure 3.) The exterior walls of the individual spaces are not soundproof and so 
there are quiet hours, from 10:00 PM to 8:00 AM during the work week, during 
which residents are expected to refrain from any noise-producing projects. To 
remain in good standing with the co-op, artist-residents are required to do four 
hours of “participation” each month. This includes attending meetings, cleaning 
the shared laundry room, or putting up fliers, among other tasks, and the only 
allowable exception for participation in shared co-operative duties is a residents’ 
medical condition. 
 
Figure 2. Space at the Northern Warehouse Artists’ Co-op (l).  
Figure 3. The permanent dividing wall (r). 
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 When asked about his experience in artist live/work space Mr. Busch 
responded that it was one of the, “best moves I’ve ever made,” and went on to 
explain that his four years at the NWAC have been the most productive of any 
other decade of his career.18 During St. Paul’s two annual art crawls, the NWAC is 
a popular stop and Mr. Busch frequently will perform original works of music and 
improvisations for guests at his live/work space, offering an opportunity for him 
to connect with his local community in his own home. Within the NWAC there 
are also frequent interactions in the hallways according to Mr. Busch and, 
“knowing residents care about arts helps for more conversations.”19 A 
collaboration between Mr. Busch and a fellow artist-resident, a soprano, 
resulted in a CD and during the tour of the building another artist-resident 
invited Mr. Busch to an evening’s musical performance in his space. Because the 
building is not air conditioned, an unnecessary feature in the cooler climate of 
Minnesota, the artist-residents often install screen doors on their spaces to have 
cross ventilation during the summer months. This lends itself to a sense of 
transparency and openness, as anyone strolling in the halls can glance into their 
neighbors’ living spaces. Artist-residents can also enjoy the artistic efforts of 
their fellow residents, which residents are invited to hang in the hallways. (Figure 
4.)  
                                                 
18
 Justin Busch, interview conducted July 12, 2010, Northern Warehouse Artists Co-op, St. Paul, 
MN. 
19
 Ibid. 
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Figure 4. An example of artists hanging art work in the hallway at the NWAC. 
  
NWAC can be viewed as fairly representative of the typical artist 
live/work space co-operative developed by a nonprofit. A few details vary from 
other buildings, but for the most part it is a good example of the work that 
Artspace has done in other cities. Some aspects of the NWAC that will be present 
in other artist live/work co-ops are: artist involvement on the co-op board; rents 
that are below area averages; close proximity of other artists resulting in 
collaboration; and, participation in open studio tours that bring the community 
into the building to meet the artist-residents. 
 
Figure 5. A room in Mr. Busch’s sun and book-filled live/work space at the NWAC, which is 
partitioned with the shelves that contain his massive collection of books. 
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Privately-owned space developed by a commercial developer - Athens, GA 
 
Background  
The city of Athens, GA, is home to the University of Georgia. Depending 
on traffic, Athens is a ninety minute easterly drive from the city of Atlanta. 
Athens became known for its music scene in the early 1980s because of the 
success of bands such as R.E.M., Widespread Panic, and the B-52s. This proximity 
to the university and the Lamar Dodd School of Art, the strong independent 
music scene, and the cultural offerings of Atlanta mean that Athens is home to 
many artists, including Michael Stipe of R.E.M., who still maintains a house in 
Athens and is a part-time resident of the city. Many local artists buy or rent the 
charming bungalow style houses in Athens, but recently there have been a few 
live/work space projects developed, including ones at the Chase Park Warehouse 
Complex, where the next site visit took place. (Figure 6.)   
 
Figure 6. Sign outside of trace gallery and artist live/work space in Athens, GA. 
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The space 
Andy Nasisse (http://www.andynasisse.com/html), ceramics artist and 
professor emeritus at the University of Georgia, occupies an artist live/work 
space on the northern edge of the city with his son and his wife, Lauren Gallaspy 
(http://www.laurengallaspy.com), who is also a ceramics artist. Mr. Nasisse’s 
impressive 4,000 square foot space is divided into four 1,000 square foot 
sections. A portion of the first section, which is closest to the main parking area 
for the building, is used for the trace gallery, a gallery run by Mr. Nasisse, Ms. 
Gallaspy, and other artists, which showcases artists from around the country in 
shows they organize. Adjacent to the gallery is a shared studio space consisting 
of a room housing several kilns as well as two other rooms with work areas that 
Mr. Nasisse and Ms. Gallaspy use for their own studio spaces as well as share 
with several other artists who rent space from them for $100 a month, including 
use of the kilns. (Figure 7.) This space is also occasionally used for public 
workshops taught by Mr. Nasisse. The last 2,000 square feet are used for the 
living space, including a living room, a combined dining room and kitchen, two 
bedrooms, several bathrooms, a weight training room, and a storage space 
which even includes a climbing wall for Mr. Nasisse’s teenage son who is an 
accomplished rock climber.   
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Figure 7. Two of the kilns in live/work space’s shared ceramics studio. 
 
The building is located a few dozen feet from railroad tracks and was built 
at the turn of the last century as a warehouse to store cotton before it was 
loaded onto trains. The massive warehouse was totally unfinished when it was 
purchased in 2001 by a local developer who added a new roof, sewage and 
water to building, and poured an asphalt floor. After this basic renovation, the 
developer sold off pieces of the space by the square foot and Mr. Nasisse was 
the first person to buy a space in the building—for less than $15 a square foot! 
The building was zoned mixed-use and so anyone could have moved in and done 
anything in the surrounding spaces. The late Donald Keyes, who at the time was 
a curator at the Georgia Museum of Art at University of Georgia, bought the 
adjacent space to Mr. Nasisse’s with the idea of populating the building with 
artists, a type of arts colony. Mr. Keyes encouraged Mr. Nasisse and a few of the 
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other early owners to start a condominium association, which includes monthly 
maintenance dues, to protect their interests as residents.  
Having original tenants such as Mr. Nasisse and Mr. Keyes meant the 
Chase Park Warehouse Complex took on a creative roster of tenants, despite the 
fact that it was a commercially developed space into which anyone might have 
moved. This was also in part because of the sensibility of the original developer 
who encouraged artists to purchase the spaces when he first made them 
available. Today, Chase Park has tenants such as a trapeze studio, the Athens 
Institute for Contemporary Art (on whose board Mr. Keyes had served), a film-
maker, internet companies, a Pilates studio, and artist studios that were built by 
a realtor who bought five spaces as an investment and created studios for artists 
that are raw studio spaces with a shared bathroom. On the end opposite to Mr. 
Nasisse’s space at the Chase Warehouse there are also several available 
live/work spaces that have been finished in a fairly high-end manner (stainless 
appliances in the kitchen, exposed beams, two-story ceilings, loft bedrooms, and 
polished concrete floors) and which are on the market for prices in the $50 to 
$65 a square foot range. There are also two recording studios in the building and 
Mr. Nasisse built a double wall for soundproofing his space, something that will 
be discussed later in this paper.  
Mr. Nasisse explained that in addition to the normal requirements of an 
artist, light and space, a ceramics artist needs access to water and the kiln needs 
ventilation and a power source with higher voltage. Because of these 
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straightforward requirements he has always taken the time to set up live/work 
spaces for himself, buying a place when he first arrived in Athens in the 1970s, 
for a price that was approximately one-third of the market rate for houses at the 
time, and creating his own studio. 
A privately-owned live/work space means that the artist is completely in 
control. But this scenario is only possible if the artist has the finances to be able 
to purchase the space outright or make a down payment. Owning a larger space 
allows Mr. Nasisse the opportunity to find renters for shared studio space and 
this offsets the costs of owning, for example the mortgage payments and cost of 
utilities. Mr. Nasisse was fortunate to have the participation of Mr. Keyes in the 
early days of the building as his foresight of setting up a condo association offers 
Mr. Nasisse help in sharing some of the maintenance responsibilities of the 
building and also means he has a group in place that can collectively protect 
their interests as owners. Being the builder meant he could create an 
environment that was exactly the way he wanted—down to clever wall finishing 
techniques such as corrugated metal roofing. It took a lot of time, energy, and 
effort to renovate the space and with hindsight Mr. Nasisse feels there are many 
things he would have done differently on his space. He now has a piece of 
property that is his and that is a big enough space that he can expand or add on 
to it if he wants, or section off chunks to rent if he prefers having the rental 
income.  
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Privately-owned space and gallery in modified storefront - Chicago, IL 
 
Figure 8. Untitled, from the series of status updates from the life of an artist. Anni Holm. 2010. 
Acrylic on canvas with embroidery thread. 48 x 36 inches. 
 
The above painting is by artist Anni Holm (http://www.anniholm.com/) 
and was exhibited as part of a group show at the Cobalt Studio, in the Pilsen 
neighborhood, which is between Chinatown and the University of Illinois at 
Chicago and approximately one mile southwest of downtown Chicago. The 
words on the canvas read: 
 
I have converted my studio into a guest bedroom with two beds. 
Besides tables and lamps. While all my supplies are piled up in 
front of my window and closet. 
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Discovered while on the Chicago site visit, this painting is included as the idea 
expressed in it perfectly captures the dilemma that many artists face when trying 
to establish balance in their live/work spaces. As the title of the work explains 
this is a “status update from the life of an artist,” reminding us that the life of the 
artist often includes the struggle between the amount of space dedicated to 
living and the amount of space dedicated to working.  
 
Background 
The Pilsen East neighborhood is an area where some of Chicago’s earliest 
artist live/work spaces were developed, in the 1960s, by real estate developer 
John Podmajersky. In an interview, Mr. Podmajersky, now is his late 80s, 
explained that as a young man he began buying buildings in the distressed area 
that was close to where his parents were living, out of a desire to help revitalize 
the neighborhood that was suffering after a highway had divided it (Dan Ryan 
Expressway). After realizing he would not be able to rent his newly purchased 
spaces to the local residents, who would not want to live in commercial spaces 
and storefronts, he decided to partner with people familiar with being creative in 
their environments, often out of financial necessity, and soon became known as 
someone who rented to artists at reasonable rates.20 Mr. Podmajersky’s real 
estate company (http://www.podmajersky.com), now run by the third 
generation, still specializes in artist lofts. The company website promotes Pilsen 
                                                 
20
 John Podmajersky interview, available from: http://video.google.com/videoplay?docid=-
7723327581487845137#.  
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as the “Chicago Arts District,” and highlights that there have been active 2nd 
Friday arts event there for over forty years. 
As is explained on the Chicago Artists Resource’s (CAR) website, the city 
currently has requested proposals from consultants interested in the planning 
work for the Cermak Road Creative Industry District, a project that will be built 
adjacent to the Pilsen neighborhood.21 The Department of Cultural Affairs and 
Special Events used two studies to help them select this location, which consists 
of a series of warehouses slightly southeast of Pilsen, for their arts district. The 
2002 study, Chicago Arts District Strategy – Phase 1, was conducted in part by 
Artspace and included a scan of the Pilsen neighborhood as well as analysis of 
findings from the 2000 Chicago Artists’ Survey; a study which collected 1,000 
completed surveys from around the city.22  
It is worth discussing the CAR website, since it is a unique asset that not 
many cities have developed for their artists, but should. CAR is a program that 
the City of Chicago’s Department of Cultural Affairs and Special Events began in 
2004. It provides working artists living in the greater Chicago area with a central 
location for learning about various events and resources that are useful to them, 
through postings and website links. Of greatest interest to this research is their 
reformatting and posting of a guide for artists seeking studio and live/work 
space. Titled Square Feet Chicago 
                                                 
21
 Cermak Road Creative Industry District, Chicago Artists Resource, available from: 
http://www.chicagoartistsresource.org/visual-aJasonrts/node/22431.  
22
 Chicago Arts District Strategy – Phase 1. 2002, Chicago Artists Resource, available from: 
http://www.chicagoartistsresource.org/dance/node/28822.  
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(http://www.chicagoartistsresource.org/node/8689), the guide was adapted 
from one originally produced by Artscape, a Toronto-based nonprofit similar to 
Artspace (letters underlined and bolded for clarification of names), called Square 
Feet: The Artist’s Guide to Renting and Buying Work Space.23 Square Feet Chicago 
is a rich resource, consisting of step-by-step instructions on an easy to follow 
website that is incredibly informative.   
 
The space 
Monserrat Alsina, owner of the Colibri Studio/Gallery, which is a few 
blocks north of the Cobalt Gallery where Ms. Holm’s painting was hanging, has 
the luxury of a two story building with which to separate her two worlds, 
seemingly freeing her from the type of space negotiation dilemma that was 
described in Ms. Holm’s painting. Colibri Studio/Gallery is in a former storefront 
that Ms. Alsina and her husband, artist Roberto Ferreyra, have occupied for 
approximately twelve years. The second floor is dedicated to their living space 
and the downstairs storefront is a mixed-use space that serves as a gallery, their 
studio space, a music venue, a classroom space, and a community gathering 
space.  
Venezuelan-born, Ms. Alsina lived in London before coming to the United 
States to first study art at Rhodes College in Memphis, TN, and then later to 
                                                 
23
 While Artscape’s founder Tim Jones is considered an industry leader and is often invited to 
speak in the United States, all of their projects are focused in the greater Toronto area and so not 
considered relevant to the research of this paper since the parameters for inclusion were set at 
examples only in the United States. This is not meant to indicate that the author feels Artscape’s 
work is not relevant to this topic or worth knowing about.   
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Chicago to complete her MFA in performance at the School of the Art Institute of 
Chicago. Ms. Alsina, a visual and performance artist who works in various 
mediums, explained that the renovation when she and her husband acquired the 
space involved replacing the thick Plexiglas front windows with transparent 
glass. The previous owners had covered the windows with the thick and opaque 
material for security reasons, whereas large clear windows are much more 
appropriate for the community-oriented and inclusive Colibri Studio/Gallery. 
Design elements that work well for the studio and gallery space that were pre-
existing are the high ceilings with attractive punched-tin decorative details. 
The site visit to this artist live/work space fortuitously coincided with the 
8th year of the Pilsen Open Studios, an annual arts tour for which Ms. Alsina is 
the director. Colibri Studio/Gallery was #1 on the tour’s map and the center of 
much activity. (Figure 9.) Artists of all ages were making papier-mâché Diá de los 
Muertos (Day of the Dead) masks in the gallery’s space, while outside on the 
sidewalk large street puppets and props, also for the Diá de los Muertos parade, 
were being ornamented under the direction of Philadelphia-based artist Pepón 
Osorio. These activities had been funded by a NEA grant. Ms. Alsina indicated 
that the 8th Pilsen Open Studios was the largest to date as it was the first to 
include the Pilsen West neighborhood, where she lives, and the Pilsen East 
neighborhood that Mr. Podmajersky developed. 
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Figure 9. Panorama of Pilsen Open Studio activities at Colibri Studio/Gallery, Chicago, IL. 
 
In addition to the loft spaces in former commercial buildings that artists 
rent, or the storefronts with apartments on the second floor, similar to what Ms. 
Alsina occupies, there are also artists in the Pilsen neighborhood who employ a 
common approach to live/work space—adapting a multi-bedroom apartment 
into live/work space. One artist live/work space visited during the Pilsen Open 
Studios (an added bonus of having the site visit coincide with the open studios 
was the author was able to see a few examples of live/work space in Pilsen, in a 
single afternoon) consisted of a three-bedroom apartment, in a multi-story 
walkup building where the artist used two of the bedrooms as his workspaces. 
As a writer and digital photographer this set-up worked for his needs, although it 
did require he spend more rent for the additional bedroom/studio space and 
also had to live with the possibility that his rent might increase.  
Similar to Mr. Nasisse, being an owner means Ms. Alsina has more 
control, such as not having to worry about her rent being raised. Like Mr. 
Nasisse, owning her own space has allowed her to control its function and she 
has chosen to invite the community into her downstairs gallery/studio space for 
yoga classes, musical performances, open studio tours, art classes, and 
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exhibitions, to name a few of the type of events she programs in Colibri. The 
Colibri Studio/Gallery’s e-mail newsletter also indicates the space is available for 
rent. Her space being used as a possible source of supplemental income is 
another similarity to Mr. Nasisse, who rented studio space to other ceramics 
artists. Having a storefront with large windows and being on a major street 
means that Ms. Alsina’s space is very visible and so she is well positioned to 
welcome the community into her live/work space, something she seems to 
embrace based on the number of people she warmly greeted during the time 
the author was at Colibri for the open studios. Comparable to the open studios in 
which Mr. Busch participated at the NWAC, Ms. Alsina’s open studio tour allows 
her to make a connection with in her community by inviting them into her studio 
and interacting with her neighbors on a person-to-person basis. Other live/work 
spaces in this paper also participate in open studios, which appear to be a 
common approach to building goodwill for artists, in their communities.   
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Live/work co-operative developed by artists - San Francisco, CA 
 
Background 
 The last two site visits were in San Francisco and Philadelphia. According 
to 2000 Census data, the city of San Francisco has 34,470 artist-residents which 
ranks it as the 7th largest population of artists in a city in the United States. This is 
just below the city of Philadelphia’s 6th place ranking and headcount of 35,670 
artists.24 The difference between Philadelphia and San Francisco is that from the 
beginning the real estate market in San Francisco has been a much harder and 
expensive environment in which artists have had to compete. In his book 
published in the late 1970s, Pioneering in the Urban Wilderness, New York loft-
dweller Jim Stratton found his west coast counterparts to be similarly paranoid 
about being priced out of the lofts that many of them were occupying in the 
South of Market (SoMA) neighborhood, basing their fears on what they saw 
happening in SoHO. The difference, however, between SoHO lofts and SoMA 
lofts were that many of San Francisco’s pioneer loft dwellers were politically 
active artists, or as he quotes another New York artist as saying: 
In New York a loft is just about doing your own thing, but in San 
Francisco it’s a political statement. Tenants in a building meet 
together, hold group shows, share space. After being used to New 
York with its strong respect for individuality, I felt 
uncomfortable.25    
                                                 
24
 National Endowment for the Arts, “Artists in the Workforce, 1990-2005,” June 2008, Available 
from: http://www.nea.gov/research/ArtistsInWorkforce.pdf. For the other site visits: Atlanta was 
ranked 8
th
 (34,350 artists); Minneapolis-St. Paul was 10
th
 (28,685 artists); and Chicago 3
rd
 (64,800 
artists).  
25
 Jim Stratton, Pioneering In The Urban Wilderness (New York, NY: Urizen Books, 1977), 90. 
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The commune-like idealism of the San Francisco live/work spaces of the 
1970s may have meant there was a lack of anonymity that a New York 
artist may have desired, but it also meant that there were more artists 
who stepped forward to advocate for the right to live in commercially 
zoned spaces. One group who worked toward the goal of creating 
live/work space in an industrial area were the artists living in a factory 
building known as Project Artaud (http://www.artaud.org), named for 
avant-garde theatre artist Antonin Artaud, and it was through their 
efforts, and the full-time staff person they hired to help them, that the 
city code was revised in 1988 to allow live/work space. Like the NWAC, 
which was the first Artspace project, Project Artaud was included on the 
list of site visits as the live/work space that prompted the code being 
changed for the entire city of San Francisco.     
 
The space 
 Pico Sanchez (http://www.picosanchez.net) has intermittently served as 
the head of the board for Project Artaud over the last ten years. Mr. Sanchez 
explained that, “artists can live anywhere. [The] industrial revolution made these 
buildings and it’s inevitable that artists will move in,” which is exactly what 
happened with the Project Artaud building, originally built by the American Can 
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Company in the 1920s to be used as their factory.26 The building, in the 
neighborhood known as the Mission, lay vacant for many years until a group of 
twenty artists moved in, in April of 1971. Initially they squatted, making only 
basic improvements and dividing up the massive open space with chalk outlines 
on the floor. According to Mike Lipske’s book written in the 1980s, these original 
artist-residents of Project Artaud were able to transition from squatters to co-
operative owners through a series of, “financial windfalls *that were+ genuinely 
strange, such as when one resident cancelled his sex-change operation and 
donated the money to the artists’ collection *or when+ children playing with 
matches set fire to a loft where costumes were stored, leading to a $30,000 
insurance settlement—money Artaud artists used to help finance a down 
payment on the building.”27 
Mr. Sanchez explained that it took almost ten-years of advocating, but 
eventually the city of San Francisco’s zoning code was revised and Section 102.13 
“LIVE/WORK UNIT” was added. It reads: 
A live/work unit is a structure or portion of a structure combining 
a residential living space for a group of persons including not 
more than four adults in the same unit with an integrated work 
space principally used by one or more of the residents of that 
unit; provided, however, that no otherwise qualifying portion of a 
structure which contains a Group A occupancy under the San 
Francisco Building Code shall be considered a live/work unit.28 
 
                                                 
26
 Pico Sanchez, interview conducted October 22, 2010, Project Artaud, San Francisco, CA. 
27
 Mike Lipske, Artists' Housing: Creating Live/Work Space That Lasts (New York, NY: Publishing 
Center for Cultural Resources, 1987), 33. 
28
 San Francisco Planning Code, available from: 
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article1generalzoningprovisions?f
=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_102.13.    
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 When the 1988 revision happened the residents had to work to make 
the improvements that renovated the space to the point where it followed the 
city’s building code regulations. Mr. Sanchez explained the city was obliging and 
worked within the residents’ means, such as only requiring lead paint abatement 
in apartments where children were living and not throughout the entire building, 
which would have been prohibitively expensive. Project Artaud complied with 
this and other upgrades such as adding additional railings in the public stairs and 
fire safety devices such as sprinklers. (Figure 10.)  
 
Figure 10. View of one of the stairwells in Project Artaud with the different sized railings, 
indicating that some were added at a later time to get building up to code for residential use. 
 The initial step of becoming an artist-resident of Project Artaud is to fill 
out an on-line application.29 Mr. Sanchez keeps a (large!) box of these filed until 
a space becomes vacant, something he estimates only happens every three 
years. When a space is available, the board selects artists from the pool of 
                                                 
29
 Project Artaud membership application, available from: 
http://www.projectartaud.org/Membership_Application.pdf.  
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eligible applicants and invites them to come to view it at an open house event. If 
an applicant likes the available space their portfolio is reviewed by the artist-
residents who live in the wing where the vacant live/work space is; the building 
is three stories and has a courtyard that comes in from the west side and so 
there are two distinct wings in the U-shaped building. The artist-residents bring 
their portfolio review decisions to the board and they make the final decision. 
The neighbors in the live/work spaces immediately adjacent to the vacant one 
have the right to veto the board’s final candidate if they wish, an interesting 
policy that must be in place to allow artist-residents some say regarding any 
potential noise-producing art coming into their lives, or through their un-
soundproofed walls.  
 Mr. Sanchez estimates that the original spaces were purchased for 
approximately $10,000 and now cost more in the range of $30,000, an amount 
that is a fraction of the cost of the loft spaces in buildings across the street from 
Project Artaud that sell for six-figures. The reason the live/work spaces still cost 
so little, after so many years, is because artist-residents buy into the nonprofit 
co-operative with the understanding that when they move out they cannot sell 
for a gain. They can only charge the next owner what they were charged, plus 
the cost of any permanent improvements they made to the space, with the 
understanding that they have to be able to produce receipts and the work must 
be to code. This scenario of low entry-cost and reasonable monthly maintenance 
fees means that many artists decide to stay in Project Artaud forever; 99% is Mr. 
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Sanchez’s guess, with artists only moving out because they move to a new city or 
marry.  
The board meets every two weeks and one standing agenda item is to 
review co-op finances and then each month every member of the co-op receives 
a financial statement generated by the part-time book-keeper. Part of the 
budget discussion is to report on who is behind on maintenance fee payments. 
The board will give residents a 30-day notice on late payments or occasionally 
they work with a legal advisor if the situation goes unresolved. They involve the 
local volunteer lawyers for the arts organization so they can avoid bad feelings 
between residents by having a third party handle sensitive issues. Overall, Mr. 
Sanchez feels the board is flexible with finances, something that was reflected in 
his own entry into Project Artaud. 
Before arriving in Green Bay, WI, where he worked on his art in the 
basement of his apartment building with his landlord’s permission, Mr. Sanchez’s 
studio space as a young artist in Mexico City was in a gymnasium. After his time 
in Green Bay, where Mr. Sanchez eventually started teaching and had access to 
studio space on campus, he moved to San Francisco where he saw a friend’s 
space at Project Artaud. He was so intrigued with the co-op that, as he tells it he, 
“hung out in parking lot and offered to help others,” with their live/work spaces, 
since this was around the time that the building had gotten its live/work 
designation and residents were trying to bring everything up to code.30 Someone 
                                                 
30
 Pico Sanchez, interview conducted October 22, 2010, Project Artaud, San Francisco, CA. 
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moved out, giving Mr. Sanchez the opportunity to acquire their space, but 
unfortunately he did not have the money to cover the cost of purchase. Clearly 
Mr. Sanchez was well liked around Project Artaud, as another artist came 
forward and offered to help him with the payment. This meant that in addition 
to his monthly maintenance fees he also had monthly repayments to the fellow 
artist in the building who had assisted him when he was trying to become a 
permanent resident. (Figure 11.) This sense of camaraderie and this willingness  
 
Figure 11. Mr. Sanchez’s live/work space at Project Artaud. 
 
to help a fellow artist was something that was also seen at the NWAC, where Mr. 
Busch mentioned this same benevolent leniency that the artist-board members 
willingly extended to their fellow artist-residents. As Mr. Busch and Mr. Sanchez 
both pointed out, an artist’s income often fluctuates with years that are filled 
with sales and years that are more financially lean. Dealing with boards made up 
of fellow artists means these co-ops have a more informed management, with 
sensitivity to the potential financial predicaments that come with being an artist.    
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During his formative art student days, Mr. Sanchez was fortunate to have 
a knowledgeable art professor who told him that his first priority as an artist 
should be to find a good place to work and then he could worry about making 
art. Mr. Sanchez took this to heart and with hindsight feels that his professor 
gave him very good advice; Project Artaud, “has given [him] the peace of mind 
that [he] has a place.”31 Mr. Sanchez feels that when a young artist graduates art 
school, they are still searching for a style; his life at Project Artaud gave him the 
opportunity to tighten up his style, through conversations with fellow artist-
residents or group shows. Project Artaud has also allowed him to become a well-
established artist in the Mission, becoming known for his murals, which has 
resulted in commissions for more murals. (Figure 12 and 13.) 
 
Figure 12. Mural by Pico Sanchez on an exterior wall of Project Artaud (l). 
Figure 13. Above murals, including one by Mr. Sanchez, are mobile sculptures that an artist was 
installing the day of the site visit (r). 
 
One final detail of note about Project Artaud is that it includes revenue 
generating rental space. Originally part of Project Artaud was a theatre and 
gallery. (Figure 14.) Eventually the co-op hired someone from outside to manage 
                                                 
31
 Ibid. 
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the theatre and now it is completely run by non-residents and has become its 
own 501(c)(3) with no connection to Project Artaud, other than being a tenant 
and another opportunity for the residents of Project Artaud to experience 
creativity. 
 
Figure 14. Exterior shot of theatre entrance at Project Artaud, San Francisco, CA. 
 
 
Subsidized live/work space developed by a CDC - Philadelphia, PA 
 
Background 
 Philadelphia’s live/work spaces developed primarily around the South 
Street (storefronts and lofts) and Old City (lofts) neighborhoods in the 1960s and 
the early years were not without their struggles. In his book, Jim Stratton offers a 
fascinating account of the efforts city planners, such as Edmund Bacon, made to 
prepare for the Bicentennial celebrations of 1976. After having totally 
rejuvenated the historic Society Hill neighborhood in anticipation of the crowds 
of visitors who would come to enjoy historic sites such as Independence Hall and 
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the Liberty Bell, just north of Society Hill, the decision was made that the less 
desirable working class neighborhoods south of Society Hill, such as Queen 
Village, would need to be kept separate. “Something was needed to secure the 
south front of Society Hill from the hoi polloi. What was more logical to a planner 
than to use a major highway dividing line?”32 It was determined that South 
Street was the logical route for connecting Route 95, on the east edge of the city, 
and the Schuylkill Expressway. The difficulty for the planners was South Street 
was quickly becoming a cultural center, thanks to the artists were settling there; 
the most well-known being Isaiah Zagar. Mr. Zagar is a mosaic mural artist who 
arrived on South Street in 1968; today he has work throughout south 
Philadelphia, including the Magic Garden, a mosaic installation that covers an 
entire building (http://www.philadelphiasmagicgardens.org). According to 
Stratton, the residents of Society Hill were more interested in the bohemian 
artists on South Street than they were in a highway and so were supportive 
when the artists fought the highway project—ultimately the connector was 
never built.  
 Beginning in 1984, just a few blocks below Mr. Zagar’s Magic Garden, 
Tom Miles and Alex Generalis spent approximately five years converting three 
vacant buildings into spaces for artists. In a 1998 Philadelphia Inquirer article Mr. 
Miles explained that not many developers undertook projects geared toward 
artists considering, “when we developed our first condo project at 710 S. 10th 
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 Jim Stratton, Pioneering In The Urban Wilderness (New York, NY: Urizen Books, 1977), 85. 
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Street in 1984, we found that about one-third of the artists didn’t even file 
income taxes. You can’t get a mortgage unless you do.”33 This article goes on to 
point out that even though artists might not make the most attractive prospects 
as potential buyers, other cities have made more of an effort to draw artists by 
providing live/work spaces. The article proposes that Philadelphia was missing 
the opportunity to attract and retains artists who might assist with the 
gentrification of transitional neighborhoods. And the city continued, and still 
continues, to miss the opportunity to attract artists with live/work space, 
although the potential is becoming increasingly difficult to ignore, particularly 
after an article appeared in the New York Times in 2005, titled, “Philadelphia 
Story: The Next Borough.”34 The Times article interviewed several former New 
York residents and explained that they were, “attracted by a thriving arts and 
music scene [in Philadelphia] and a cost of living that is 37 percent lower than 
New York's, according to city figures, a significant number of youngish artists, 
musicians, restaurateurs and designers are leaving New York City and heading 
down the turnpike for the same reasons they once moved to Brooklyn from 
Manhattan.”35 The SoHO effect was the engine of gentrification that pushed 
artists from Manhattan, to Brooklyn, and then eventually even further down the 
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 Alan Heavens, “Where Art Thou? First It Was South Street. Then Old City. But Nowadays, Living 
and Working Space For Artists Can Be Pricey – And If Not, It’s Often Dicey. And Little Is Being 
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 Jessica Pressler, “Philadelphia Story: The Next Borough,” New York Times, (August 14, 2005). 
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track, to what some New Yorkers were calling the Sixth Borough—Philadelphia. 
The article interviewed many artists and creative individuals who were settling 
happily in neighborhoods such as Northern Liberties and East Kensington, where 
the next site visit is located and is a project that opened the same year this 
article appeared. 
 
Figure 15. Front gate at the Coral Street Arts House, Philadelphia, PA. 
 
The space 
 
 East Kensington is a neighborhood that was historically industrialized for 
light manufacturing. There are many extant mill buildings scattered throughout 
the neighborhood, some of which have been repurposed, such as the Coral 
Street Arts House, a former cotton mill. (Figure 15.) Coral Street Arts House is 
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unique in that the building was developed as subsidized housing, making 
apartments available to low-income families and artists, both who are eligible 
for housing benefits based on their income brackets. The building has twenty-
seven units; a shared common space on the ground floor for use by the residents 
and the community; lighting and hanging hardware in the hallways to display art; 
and apartments with flexible floor-plans to allow for studio space.  
The project was carried out by the New Kensington Community 
Development Corporation (NKCDC). Their goal as stated on their on-line 
application form is, “Coral Street is a close community committed to the 
advancement of the arts for each individual and in the community at large. Coral 
Street was founded on the belief that art can be a force for positive change in 
the lives of all community members.”36 Laura Semmelroth, the coordinator at 
Coral Street Arts House, is an artist who had worked at an arts-based company 
before taking this job. Her role at Coral Street Arts Houses is to manage the 
building as well as the assistance opportunities for the residents, for which many 
of the eligible artists neglect to apply. Ms. Semmelroth recounted a time an 
artist at Coral Street Arts House began a fundraising activity to help neighbors 
who fell within the assistance gap for utilities help, only to discover that he was 
personally well below the cut-off and easily qualified for assistance for which he 
was not applying. Her assessment is that artists often come from middle class 
backgrounds and that being raised in a higher socio-economic environment 
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 Coral Street Arts House application, available from: 
http://www.nkcdc.org/controlpanel/images/nkcdc/CSAHapplication.pdf.  
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means they do not realize that because of their lower incomes they are eligible 
for subsidized housing and other benefits. Initially, the residents were mainly 
non-artists and now only two non-artists live at Coral Street Arts House, 
indicating that once artists began learning about this opportunity they began 
applying for spaces. 
Like the NWAC, Coral Street Arts House sees itself as a transitional space, 
with a goal of supporting artists by offering affordable housing and then 
encouraging them into more permanent housing opportunities once they are on 
financially stable ground. As a CDC, it is to their advantage if the artists decide to 
stay in the area, purchasing their own spaces and further developing the 
neighborhood. According to Ms. Semmelroth, six of the artist-residents have 
done this since the building opened in 2005. Ms. Semmelroth feels that while the 
CDC benefits from the artists, the relationship is symbiotic as Coral Street Arts 
House offers them an affordable rent, in a secure and nicely renovated building, 
in a neighborhood where there are more and more opportunities for showing 
art, and in a building where there are opportunities for collaboration and 
interaction with other working artists (residents must be working to be eligible 
to live at Coral Street Arts House because of tax credit law regulations).     
 The live/work spaces at Coral Street Arts House are primarily set up as 
one and two bedroom apartments, where artists are able to convert one of the 
rooms into a studio. (Figures 16 and 17.) They have modern kitchens and fixtures 
and are large and light filled, with windows that received special recognition for 
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their preservation techniques and have become a model used by the National 
Park Service.37 The spaces were renovated to work for both artists and non- 
 
Figure 16. View into the living and dining area of an apartment being prepared for rental (l).   
Figure 17. One of the bedroom/studio spaces (r). 
 
artists, and so they fall somewhere between the category of live/work space 
similar to the one of the artist in Chicago who converted a multi-bedroom space 
into live/work, and the NWAC, a building that is renovated specifically with 
live/work spaces in mind. Ms. Semmelroth explained that there was a committee 
of artists who were consulted before renovations began and asked what their 
“sky’s the limit” features would be for the apartments; however, the NKCDC still 
had to work within the guidelines of what is allowable for subsidized housing 
                                                 
37
Preservation Tech Notes on the Coral Street Arts House windows, for the National Park Service, 
available from: 
http://www.nkcdc.org/controlpanel/images/nkcdc/preservation_tech_notes_csah.pdf.  
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projects. They were not able to include a gallery, but Ms. Semmelroth notes that 
the artists in the building do not take advantage of the hanging equipment in the 
halls and wonders if a gallery would have been a well utilized feature. The 
building is not set up for “dirty” work spaces—such as for welding, glassblowing, 
pottery, or ceramics—and she knows of two Coral Street Arts House artists who 
have rented studio space at Viking Mills (http://www.vikingmill.com/index.htm), 
a building with studio rentals that is conveniently across the street and that can 
accommodate their art-making processes. Because the live/work spaces are 
basically over-sized one- and two-bedroom apartments, not set up for mess-
producing work, this means the building has a disproportionate number of artists 
who can work in these types of conditions, such as jazz musicians, digital 
photographers, textile artists, and writers. One feature she specifically 
mentioned that was installed at the artists’ request and has turned out to be 
useless are the electrical outlets in the ceilings, which presumably would have 
been for additional lighting; perhaps an unnecessary feature because of the large 
windows. 
 As was previously mentioned, Ms. Semmelroth has discovered that not 
many of the artist-residents hang their artwork in the hallways. This is one type 
of participation she has not been able to encourage, another are some of the 
workshop series they organized, such as the tax workshops, which were poorly 
attended. Regardless, she does feel that the residents appreciate the 
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opportunity to live at Coral Street Arts House and the NKCDC feels this project 
has been a success and would like to do another project in the neighborhood. 
The implications for a project such as Coral Street Arts House is that it 
provides artists with reasonable rents, but not in a building over which they have 
decision-making control since it is not a co-operative. This can be an advantage 
as it frees the artist-residents from having to commit any time towards the 
management of their building, while at the same time still benefiting from an 
affordable space that is compatible with most types of art-making. Like the 
NWAC, the spaces are not soundproof and Ms. Semmelroth did note that there 
were sometimes complaints of sound traveling between floors, an unfortunate 
aspect of a building that is home to both jazz musicians and writers. Having 
someone on staff who is knowledgeable about the various types of housing 
assistance available is something that is truly exceptional and one that more 
artist live/work space nonprofits might consider including in projects, as it seems 
such a perfect match considering so many artist-residents fall into the income 
requirement levels based on the low pay many artists receive.  
During the site visit, Ms. Semmelroth noted that many of the residents of 
Coral Street Arts House are not originally from Philadelphia, but came to the city 
for art school and for the affordable housing in the city. According to the 2007 
RAND report Arts and Culture in the Metropolis, “Philadelphia’s success in 
attracting artists (as well as other residents to these areas) has increased 
55 
 
demand for artists’ working space – and thus its cost.”38 The city still does not 
have an abundance of affordable live/work spaces. The city is clearly not making 
adequate progress considering that in the time since the 2005 Times article 
appeared, the Coral Street Arts House is the only project that has been 
developed. If Philadelphia is to benefit from the creative individuals who are the 
current residents of Coral Street Arts House and the six former-residents who 
have purchased homes in the surrounding area, that move into our transitioning 
neighborhoods and help improve them, it needs to provide them with more 
live/work opportunities.   
  
Conclusion 
 
The five site visits outlined in the proceeding chapter offer examples of 
the types of live/work spaces that have been developed around the country over 
the last 40 years—from Project Artaud in 1971 to Coral Street Arts House in 
2005. During these site visits the author discovered a few reoccurring themes, 
even though the ownership, management, and physical set-ups varied. Co-
operative boards that are made up of fellow artists tend to be more lenient 
toward artist-residents. Soundproofing is important. Having total ownership 
allows for more control over the physical aspects of the space. Open studios are 
a good opportunity to connect with the larger community. Opportunities to 
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generate additional income through rentals can help to finance the maintenance 
costs of a space.  
In the following chapter, these issues will be applied to a larger cohort of 
artist-residents using the on-line questionnaire research tool. The test of 
whether or not these themes will transfer from the opinions of five individuals to 
those of twenty-three will be the proof needed to apply these ideas to the final 
conclusions drawn from the research, to be covered in chapter three. Ultimately, 
the findings of the research will offer some best practices which can be applied 
to the city of Philadelphia; a city with much potential that will serve as an 
example of a place where the transformative capabilities of well-conceived of 
live/work spaces could stimulate positive and lasting change.   
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CHAPTER TWO – ON-LINE QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
 
 
 The site visits described in the previous chapter offered the author of this 
paper a chance to become familiar with the look and feel of live/work spaces 
around the country. To reach a larger group of artist-residents than the four, 
plus one coordinator, interviewed during the five live/work space site visits, the 
on-line questionnaire was developed and circulated as widely as possible to a list 
of the author’s contacts; friends and colleagues who had some connection to the 
arts. The projected goal for this portion of the research was to hear from at least 
a dozen more artist-residents regarding their experiences. While twenty-three 
completed surveys was a more than anticipated completion rate, it should be 
understood that the author of this paper never approached this portion of the 
research as something that would produce a large enough sample size from 
which to draw any scientific conclusions. Knowing the completion rate of the on-
line instrument was not going to be very large, the author constructed a 
qualitative questionnaire that was geared more toward collecting anecdotes and 
opinions, as opposed to quantifiable data points. From the twenty-three shared 
experiences it is possible to gain a sense of how answers tend to be grouped, in 
terms of positive or negative experiences, and so there will be percentages 
shared in the following chapter. Please be aware that these percentages are not 
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meant to represent national trends—again this research is qualitative and not 
quantitative—but instead are meant to indicate the percentage of totals as they 
apply only to this one on-line research instrument.  
In the following chapter summarizing findings of the on-line 
questionnaire, when theories on live/work space are presented they are based 
not solely on the responses to certain of the multiple choice questions. Instead 
these conclusions to the research are informed by the responses to the multiple 
choice questions as well as the longer answers to the two open-ended questions 
where the artist-respondents were asked to write out their answers. It is also 
important to note that almost all the multiple choice questions include a text box 
and request for a longer answer, so this is another space on the questionnaire 
for collecting opinions from the artist-respondents. And finally, the one-on-one 
interviews conducted during the five site visits are also incorporated into the 
thinking that influenced the findings and early conclusions highlighted in this 
chapter.  
 The questions included in the on-line questionnaire fell into three 
categories: questions that collected demographic and profile information, such 
as age and artistic disciplines practiced; questions that captured information 
about the live/work spaces, such as location, ownership model, and years 
occupied; and finally, questions which focused on the pros and cons of the 
live/work experience as well as a question which ranked aspects of live/work 
spaces, to highlight the features which are positive or negative attributes of a 
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space. The demographic questions and the questions regarding the type and 
location of the live/work space were included to ensure that there was a 
diversity of opinions collected from different parts of the country and different 
types of live/work spaces. 
 
Demographics 
 The only true demographic information collected for this questionnaire 
was the respondent’s age bracket; however, based on names it is possible to 
deduce with a fair amount of certainty that twelve of the twenty-three 
respondents are women and eleven are men. Of the twenty-three respondents, 
two are in the age bracket of 19 to 29-years old; eight are in the age bracket of 
30 to 39-years old; four are in the age bracket of 40 to 49-years old; six are in the 
age bracket of 50 to 59-years old; two are in the age bracket of 60 to 69-years 
old; and one is in the age bracket of 70 to 79-years old. Age data is significant, as 
it ensures that not all of the opinions being shared are from early-mid-career 
artists, which was the fear considering the author’s contacts mainly fall into the 
30 to 39-year old age bracket (the author’s peer age-group). Ultimately, the 
opinions of the eight artist-residents coming from this age bracket do not skew 
the study as the respondents were asked to talk about any live/work space they 
had experienced, even those that were historic experiences. This means the 
eight opinions from the Generation X artists do not necessarily capture one 
particular historic moment in the real estate market, when they were all finishing 
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art school or college and when it may have been easier or more difficult to find 
space, and instead range from the spaces that are still being occupied to ones 
that they moved out of in 2001 and were spaces they occupied for anywhere 
from one to six years. Nevertheless, the author did want to achieve diversity and 
when it appeared that the respondents were mainly falling in the 30 to 39-years 
age bracket the author was able to reach out to a few younger and older groups 
and collect the opinions of the two younger artists (ages 19 to 29-years old) and 
the three older artists (ages 60 to 79-years old).  
The other traditional demographic questions of ethnicity, education, and 
income were not included in the questionnaire because the author did not want 
to produce a research instrument that was too intrusive in nature. While 
anonymity was assured in several sections of the on-line questionnaire, including 
too many personal questions that might be perceived as unnecessary might have 
made respondents feel imposed upon. The author of this paper was hoping to 
acquire personal opinions more than hard data and did not want to risk any of 
the respondents feeling overly probed and possibly exiting the on-line 
questionnaire before completion. In addition to not wanting to create a 
questionnaire that was too personally explicit, these demographics are not 
considered pertinent to this study. 
 Of more relevance to this study is the diversity of artistic disciplines being 
represented by the artist-respondents, as different types of artistic creation have 
different live/work space considerations and requirements. To gather this 
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information the questionnaire included a question that allowed the artist-
respondents to indicate the top four art forms they practice and to write in more 
if they wanted. In response to this question, the primary art forms of the artist-
respondents break down as seven sculptors, five painters, two writers, two 
musicians, two digital artists, two photographers, one video/film artist, one 
multi-media artist, and one poet. All artist-respondents also indicate at least a 
secondary art form and many include a third or a fourth. None share a write-in 
answer. It is not surprising that the majority of artists are sculptors or painters, 
as they often have more space requirements than other types of artistic 
disciplines and are the types of artists who seek out live/work space. It is 
important to note that the research does not include any responses from 
dancers or actors, even though the author made an effort of reach out to 
individuals who practice these arts.  
 
Types of live/work spaces 
 Similar to the broad regional diversity of the site visits described in 
chapter one, the questionnaire was sent out widely across the United States, 
with the hopes of collecting opinions from all regions. The geographic question 
asked the artist-respondents to indicate the location of their live/work space, 
and not their current city of residence, since that does not always correspond to 
the location of the live/work space being described in the rest of the 
questionnaire. The regional locations of the live/work spaces cited include 
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eleven in the eastern United States, three in the central United States, two in the 
southern United States, four in the southwestern United States, and three in the 
western United States. More specifically, of the twenty-three live/work spaces 
four are in Manhattan, NY; three are in Brooklyn, NY; four are in Santa Fe, NM; 
three are in Philadelphia, PA; two are in Athens, GA; two are in St. Paul, MN; and 
one each in Cambridge, ID, San Francisco, CA, Loveland, CO, Chicago, IL, and 
Lafayette Hill, PA. As was reported by another question asked, this breaks down 
to seventeen in urban locations, two in suburban areas, and four in rural areas; 
these results are not surprising given a previously mentioned NEA study of artists 
which showed that most artists live in urban areas, more than 20% of which are 
in the top five of the top ten metropolitan areas.39 
 To increase participation in this study, the questionnaire was open to 
anyone who had ever had experience with artist live/work space, and was not 
just open to artists currently occupying live/work spaces. Of the twenty-three 
artist-respondents, fifteen are still in their live/work situation and eight are no 
longer living in the space; this almost two-to-one ratio can be interpreted as 
meaning that of those that have the chance to be in a live/work space, twice as 
many decide to hold on to it as decided to move out. It is important to take into 
consideration that outside forces such as over-inflated real estate markets, 
particularly for cities such as New York, often dictate whether or not an artist is 
able to afford to keep their live/work space, and so perhaps more of the eight 
                                                 
39
National Endowment for the Arts, “Artists in the Workforce, 1990-2005,” June 2008, available 
from: http://www.nea.gov/research/ArtistsInWorkforce.pdf. 
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who are no longer in live/work spaces might want to remain as artist-residents 
than are financially able to. And to reinforce this supposition, a few of the longer 
open-ended answers the former artist-residents gave do indicate a desire to 
remain in their spaces even though they had to move. Some more 
considerations for the artist-respondents no longer in artist live/work space are 
that they completed art school, they moved cities, or they started families and 
needed larger and safer spaces for their children. 
 A range of years of experience occupying live/work space was very 
important to the author of this paper and so a question was included in the 
questionnaire to capture this information. Using December 31, 2010 as the cut-
off for tabulations, since the majority of the questionnaires were completed 
before the end of 2010, the author determined the number of months and years’ 
worth of time spent in the live/work space being reported on by each artist-
respondent. The longest experience is twenty-eight years spent in one live/work 
space and the shortest experience is just one year long. In total, the experience 
equals a little over 144-years’ worth of knowledge of live/work spaces, with 
twenty-three respondents this means an average amount of time being about six 
years in a live/work space. A more useful number to keep in mind is the mean 
amount of time spent in a live/work space, which for these twenty-three 
respondents is a little over four years, which seems a sufficient amount of time 
to become familiar with a space, the surrounding neighborhood, and whether or 
not it is effective as a place to make art.   
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“Impact” of live/work spaces and ideal characteristics 
The final category of questions covered in the questionnaire were the 
ones fundamental to this research—the impact questions. The first question in 
this grouping focused on whether or not the opportunity to occupy live/work 
space had a positive or negative influence on the creative process for the artist-
respondents. As was mentioned previously, the following percentages are not 
included to represent a summary of national trends, as the sample size is too 
small to make those associations; instead the percentages are included to 
highlight the breakdown the answers of the twenty-three artist-respondents 
who completed the questionnaire. Fifty-two percent of the artists surveyed feel 
that their artistic output “Increased considerably” in their live/work spaces, 
which can also be expressed as twelve out of the twenty-three artist-
respondents. Seventeen point five percent say it “Increased slightly” (4 out of 
23); 17.5% select “Stayed about the same” (4 out of 23); 9% answer “Decreased 
slightly” (2 out of 23); and one person out of the twenty-three says their artistic 
output “Decreased considerably” (4%). (Table 1.)  
 
Table 1. Almost 70% of the artist-respondents answer that live/work space increases their artistic 
output. 
 Increased 
Considerably 
Increased 
Slightly 
Stayed About 
The Same 
Decreased 
Slightly 
Decreased 
Considerably 
% 52% 17.5% 17.5% 9% 4% 
#/23 12 4 4 2 1 
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This person who answered “Decreased considerably,” qualified his or her 
answer by using the fill-in-the-blank space to say, “I was doing a complete 
renovation [on the space], working 12 to 14 [hours] a day, but would take days in 
between projects to create new pieces or prepare work to be shown,”40 leading 
the author to believe that if they were not working on the physical space they 
would have had more time to devote to their artwork, which would potentially 
change how they might respond to this question. This answer does bring up a 
dilemma, which will be addressed later; the requirements of physically creating a 
live/work space and how this can interfere with the amount of time an artist has 
for making his or her art.  
The 52% of artist-respondents who say that the live/work space 
experience considerably increases their artistic output, provide explanations 
such as, “I was able to purchase more professional equipment and it made my 
output easier...Keeping my mind in my work at all times....”41 This speaks to the 
need for a sufficient amount of space for materials, something that will come up 
again. Another common theme among the positive responses is a focus on the 
issue of commuting from living space to studio space, or as one artist-
respondent says, “Not having to take time out to travel away from home.”42 The 
next section of this chapter will look at more of the themes that are found 
                                                 
40
 Sculptor, age 60-69, Loveland, CO. Anonymous response collected for Survey Monkey-
administered survey, November 14, 2010 to January 14, 2011. 
41
 Sculptor, age 40-49, Santa Fe, NM. Anonymous response collected for Survey Monkey-
administered survey, November 14, 2010 to January 14, 2011. 
42
 Painter, age 50-59, New York, NY. Anonymous response collected for Survey Monkey-
administered survey, November 14, 2010 to January 14, 2011. 
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among the artist-respondents’ longer answers. But before transitioning to the 
conclusions drawn from the research it is necessary to report on the final three 
questions asked in the on-line questionnaire, in the section that looked at the 
pros and cons of live/work spaces, the effects of live/work space on artistic 
output, and the ideal characteristics of spaces. 
One way to digest the answers given to an open-ended question is to 
generate a word cloud from the responses, to see what terms or phrases are 
used most frequently. Word clouds are visual depictions that indicate the 
relationship between words by establishing a hierarchy of placement or size of 
text in a literal cloud of words. The larger more prominent words are the ones 
used most in the text being analyzed. Figure 18 is a word cloud generated using 
the website Wordle.net. By processing all of the responses to the finish-the-
sentence style question, “My experience in artist live/work space affected my 
artistic career by...,” the following image is generated:  
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Figure 18. Word cloud of responses to the question, “My experience in artist live/work space affected my artistic career by...” 
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This type of examination is really only relevant with qualitative research 
as it is an unscientific analysis, particularly because these words are used as parts 
of longer sentences and the words’ meaning can completely change based on 
the placement in the sentence, as well as the grammar used. The words do, 
however, have at least a fundamental relationship to each other based on the 
fact that they are all used in answers to the same question. The word cloud 
shows some patterns emerging with key words appearing largest and boldest in 
this image. The smaller ones are the filler words that finished each sentence and 
added nuance to the artist-respondent’s sentence meaning or context. As Figure 
18 clearly illustrates, the largest word is “work.” Assuming that the word “work” 
is used to describe art work or live/work space or the verb “to work,” it is not 
surprising that it appears in a primary position, one that I am sure would make 
the Chairman of the NEA happy, based on the new motto of the NEA which will 
be discussed in the conclusion of this paper. The next set of words, slightly 
smaller than “work” are the words “space,” “time,” “art,” “giving,” and “place.” 
It is possible to imagine some of the answers that would generate this set of 
secondary words. For example, one way to finish the question might be the 
imagined-sentence, “…giving me the space/place/time to make art.” And finally, 
the third set of words includes: “collaboration,” “allowing,” “environment,” 
“home,” “focus,” “providing,” “making,” “live,” and “needed”—which can be 
added to our above imagined-sentence as modifiers.  
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The next question asked respondents to think about their ideal live/work 
space and what characteristics it might include. To allow for comparisons, this 
question had eighteen specific characteristics that each needed to be ranked as 
either: “Extremely important,” “Important,” “Somewhat unimportant,” “Totally 
unimportant,” or “N/A.” It was determined that having an even number of 
options, and not offering a middle of the scale choice, would force respondents 
to answer one way or the other. The questionnaire’s instructions explained that 
if any of the eighteen aspects of live/work space did not apply to them the artist-
respondents should select “N/A,” meaning not applicable. This proved to be a 
useful distinction to make considering the characteristic “Opportunity to be 
involved in leadership (if it is a co-op)” scores as 30%, but the same percentage 
of artist-respondents also score this answer as “N/A” and so it is clear that this 
aspect only applies to part of the group. Another characteristic, “Suitable space 
for raising a family,” is rated as “Extremely important” by 26% (6 out of 23) and 
“N/A” by 30% (7 out of 23), indicating that the seven respondents of the 
questionnaire who select “N/A” do not currently have children as part of their 
life plans or know they will never include children as part of their life plans.  
The author used actual aspects of live/work space mentioned during the 
five site visits when drafting the eighteen characteristics to be ranked. It is 
important to note that the answers cannot be compared between characteristics 
because the percentages indicate the breakdown of each characteristic’s 
individual ranking among “Extremely important”, “Important”, “Somewhat 
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unimportant” and “Totally unimportant” and not their ranking on the entire list 
of eighteen characteristics. For example, for the characteristic of 
“Ownership/owned by resident(s),” 30% (7 out of 23) of artist-respondents rank 
this as “Extremely important”; 26% (6 out of 23) rank it as “Important”; 26% (6 
out of 23) rank it as “Somewhat unimportant”; 13% (3 out of 23) rank it as 
“Totally unimportant”; and 4% (1 out of 23) say this characteristic is not 
applicable to their situation. (Table 2.)  
 
Table 2. Response to single attributes equal 100%. 
Ownership/owned by resident(s) 
 Extremely 
important 
Important Somewhat 
unimportant 
Totally 
unimportant 
N/A Total 
% 31% 26% 26% 13% 4% 100% 
#/ 23 7 6 6 3 1 23 
 
 
The question is designed this way because it was more important to the 
author to see if there are certain aspects of live/work space that fall evenly into 
multiple of the ranking categories, whereas if the respondents are given the 
eighteen options and asked to rank them one to eighteen, the nuances would be 
lost of how important the artist-respondents felt each characteristic is. The top 
three answers for an “Extremely important” characteristic of an ideal live/work 
space are, in no particular order: “Cost of living in area is within financial means,” 
with 70% (16 out of 23) of the artist-respondents selecting this criteria; “Size / 
sufficient amount of space,” selected by 52% (12 out of 23); and, “High speed 
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internet,” where 44% (10 out of 23) of the responses indicate this choice as 
“Extremely important.” 
The next two categories of “Important” or “Somewhat unimportant” 
were included to offer the artist-respondents a scale on which to rank, but they 
will not be reported here as more utility can come from looking at the two 
extremes of “Extremely important” or “Totally unimportant” when considering 
what details need to be included or excluded when creating future live/work 
spaces. The three answers that fall most frequently into the “Totally 
unimportant” category are: “Local entertainment offerings (movie theatres, 
coffee shops, restaurants, bars),” with 26% (6 out of 23); “Collaborations among 
artist-residents” ranks 26% (6 out of 23); and “Proximity to major galleries/art 
scene” ranks at a slightly smaller 22% (5 out of 23). What is of note is that the 
aspects of live/work spaces that are considered “Extremely important” score 
much higher percentages, in the range of 44% to 70% of the artist-respondents 
selecting these characteristics, whereas the “Totally unimportant” characteristics 
appear with less consistency, with smaller percentages in the realm of 22% to 
26%. This means as characteristics become less important to this constituency 
they begin to diverge in their opinion, while there seems to be more agreement 
when it comes to what is important for a live/work space to succeed. This is a 
noteworthy observation since it indicates that finding the “Extremely important” 
characteristics to focus on when creating an ideal live/work space will be 
possible, and will also apply to more potential artist-residents. 
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With the final question of the questionnaire, which is the other open-
ended question, there is no opportunity to report on the answers in an 
aggregated manner as with the previous open-ended question using the word 
cloud. The reason is the answers that were given are too intermingled between 
answers that were pro and those that were con since the final question was: 
“This is the fundamental question of this questionnaire—what are the pros and 
cons of artist live/work space? In your experience, what works and what doesn't 
work? *…+ Please use the following space to share a little (or a lot) about your 
experience with artist live/work space, with a focus on what worked well for you 
as an artist and what did not work well....” This question does, however, offer a 
nice segue to the next section of this chapter, which reports on some of the 
major themes, as it was in the responses to this question that the artist-
respondents brought to light many of these themes. 
 
Themes 
Proximity seems to be the universal theme, one that most of the twenty-
three artist-respondents mention in their answers. Interestingly enough, 
proximity shows up in both the pro and con sections of the responses, a perfect 
example being, “Pro: you live and breathe your art-making. Con: you live and 
breathe your art-making.”43 Closeness to the art-making process is something 
that allows the artist-respondents to create whenever the urge strikes them. As 
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 Multi-media artist, age 30-39, New York, NY. Anonymous response collected for Survey 
Monkey-administered survey, November 14, 2010 to January 14, 2011. 
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one artist-respondent says, “I have all my stuff within reach and I know where 
everything is, I'm able to work until something is finished, take little breaks for 
life but then get right back into it.”44  
Closeness also results in the inability to separate work life and home life. 
This lack of separation is a dilemma that faces many 21st century workers who 
bring their work home in the form of a Blackberry, a smart phone, or some other 
mobile device that allows them to receive work-related communications when 
outside of the office. For the self-employed artists it seems harder, based on the 
responses to the questionnaire, to simply walk away from their work, as 
employees can do by putting a Blackberry down when they walk through the 
front door of their home or apartment at the end of the work day. One artist-
respondent explains, “The wonderful thing about having the studio at the house 
can also be a difficult thing. You are never away from the work, there is always 
something to do or be completed. I find when I am busy with a commission I 
don't seem to get out of the house at all. That being said, I would still opt for a 
studio at home.”45 One artist-respondent who had rented space in Manhattan, 
where square footage is some of the costliest in the country and so presumably 
did not have a very large live/work space, suggested that having more space 
would make the separation between living and working easier. A second room 
with a door to close, to literally and psychologically shut the artist off from his or 
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 Musician, age 30-39, Brooklyn, NY. Anonymous response collected for Survey Monkey-
administered survey, November 14, 2010 to January 14, 2011. 
45
 Sculptor, age 50-59, Santa Fe, NM. Anonymous response collected for Survey Monkey-
administered survey, November 14, 2010 to January 14, 2011. 
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her artwork, might have the same effect as a corporate worker who turns off a 
Blackberry at the end of the day. In the traditional one-room artist loft there 
have been numerous creative solutions for developing this sense of separation 
that otherwise would not exist. In his manual on how to find, renovate, and 
organize a live/work space, author Eric Rudd explains: 
For most artists, it seems natural to have one big open space. 
Why get away from your work? But in actuality, after a while you 
do need some separation. It can even be healthy not to see 
something you are working on for a while, and then to take a 
fresh look at it later. You might be depressed with how the work is 
coming and just need to get away for a while. If you are living in 
your studio, you don’t have the option to leave for home. So 
some physical separation wall or device might be a good thing to 
design into your space.46   
 
Space, and having enough of it, is another theme that appeared in this 
question’s answers, as well as in the interviews and the questionnaire. One artist 
says a pro about his space is, “having a large space within which I do not feel 
cramped or suffocated.”47 In the ranking question “Size / sufficient amount of 
space” is selected by 52% (12 out of 23) as an “Extremely important” 
characteristic of an ideal space. Larger spaces (either raw or finished) give artist-
residents more flexibility in arranging their living space and their working space. 
Artist Anni Holm might not have had to pile her art supplies in front of the closet 
and window to make way for a guest room if she had more space. 
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 Eric Rudd, The Art Studio/Loft Manual for Ambitious Artists and Creators (North Adams, MA: 
Cire Corporation Publisher, 2001), 201.  
47
 Composer, age 50-59, St. Paul, MN. Anonymous response collected for Survey Monkey-
administered survey, November 14, 2010 to January 14, 2011. 
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With Mr. Nasisse and Ms. Gallaspy’s space, having 4,000 square feet 
allows them to use some space for a gallery, which furthers the career of other 
artists and also builds goodwill in their local community, as well as strengthen 
the arts community in Athens, GA, with every show they open. The extra space 
also allows them a certain amount of monthly earned income by renting work 
spaces to other ceramic artists and offering workshops, with plenty of space left 
for their own living situation (including the climbing wall!). These two artists are 
fortunate to have found space at such a reasonable rate that they were able to 
purchase a lot of square footage—which is not always the case. The dilemma of 
the artist who chooses to live and work in the same location is that for it to be 
successful, it requires more space. To find and afford more space artists are 
forced into the cost-efficient situations, such as former industrial spaces or 
spaces in neighborhoods without living amenities nearby (transportation, banks, 
supermarkets) or those that are considered undesirable neighborhoods for 
safety reasons. This issue lays at the very heart of the SoHO effect and is why so 
many artists end up being pioneers in economically disadvantaged 
neighborhoods—their search for sufficient amounts of cheap space. It also 
highlights why organizations such as Artspace or NKCDC, who develop space for 
artists at reasonable rates, are so critical. 
Another theme that is also a direct consequence of the amount of space 
an artist has, or more precisely the physical structure of that space, is noise. 
More than any other complaint that came up, noise pollution or the fear of 
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causing noise pollution is the most often mentioned. A musician with a live/work 
space in a co-op apartment building that is not just for artists responds to the 
questionnaire’s pros and cons question by saying, “*I+ can't make as much noise 
as I would sometimes like because of my neighbors and my family.”48 This is 
when living in a set-up that is specifically for artists, and can fully accommodate 
artists’ needs, is a major benefit. As was mentioned in the first chapter, certain 
well organized artist co-operatives, such as NWAC, have quiet hours during 
which the artist-residents are expected to respect the neighbors’ privacy since 
the walls of the individual spaces are not soundproof. The walls at the other 
artist co-operative, the Coral Street Arts House, are also not soundproof and 
during the interview soundproofing was mentioned as an upgrade that should 
have been included in the building’s renovation since the sound that travels 
between floors caused problems. Having private ownership and control over an 
artist live/work space can be an advantage as it allowed Mr. Nasisse to 
soundproof his shared-walls knowing that some of the adjacent spaces were 
probably going to be recording studios. An artist-respondent to the 
questionnaire mentions that living in a building surrounded by other artists is 
helpful because there is, “*A] tolerance for noise, moving materials and other 
work related activities *that was+ generally good.”49 Living around other artists 
can also be a drawback. One artist-respondent mentions, “A musician lived in 
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 Musician, age 30-39, Brooklyn, NY. Anonymous response collected for Survey Monkey-
administered survey, November 14, 2010 to January 14, 2011. 
49
 Sculptor, age 70-79, Manhattan, NY. Anonymous response collected for Survey Monkey-
administered survey, November 14, 2010 to January 14, 2011. 
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one of the apartments upstairs and had band practice there twice a week. It was 
loud and awful.”50 Another artist-respondent explains, “All of my negative 
experiences were concentrated in the inability to organize the residents 
efficiently. This was because there were too many people and not enough aural 
privacy. We could all hear everything all the time. There were often residents 
coming and going which made it hard to establish a cohesive set of ‘rules’. 
Another element that is very important in a loft/warehouse living situation is 
heat. We were often freezing and sick. The most amazing part of living in this 
huge space was the space itself. It was enormous and cheap and many art/music 
shows happened all the time.”51 
This last quote leads to the final theme that surfaced from the research—
collaboration. Many of the artist-residents who took the time to share their 
opinions in the open-ended questions mention an appreciation for the 
opportunity to work with other artists.52 For those artist-respondents who live in 
more rural areas without an arts scene, there are several who lament not being 
able to collaborate, to be inspired by other artists, or to be close to an art market 
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 Digital artist, age 30-39, San Francisco, CA. Anonymous response collected for Survey Monkey-
administered survey, November 14, 2010 to January 14, 2011. 
51
 Video/film artist, age 30-39, Chicago, IL. Anonymous response collected for Survey Monkey-
administered survey, November 14, 2010 to January 14, 2011. 
52
 The artist-respondents who discuss issues that fall under the theme of “collaboration” did 
primarily in their responses to the open-ended questions. In the tally of responses to Q.6 in the 
questionnaire there are 26.1% (6 out of 23) who rank “Collaborations among artist-residents” as 
“Totally unimportant.” As was stated previously, the aspects of live/work spaces that are 
considered “Totally unimportant” characteristics often receive smaller percentages, meaning 
there is less consistency in these response compared to the larger percentages given to aspect 
ranked as “Extremely important.” While 6 of the artist-respondents do not care about 
“collaboration,” many of the others do and the multiple mentions in the longer responses are 
what cause it to emerge as a theme.  
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for selling their work. The same artist-respondent, who shares the above quote 
about lack of aural privacy, also responds to one of the open-ended 
questionnaire questions by saying, “The energies of 7 artists living and working 
together, lent itself to almost 24 hour creative endeavors. Even taking a bath 
was a performative [sic] experience.”53 For the artist-respondents lucky enough 
to live in the artist co-operatives there are several mentions of the benefits of 
the collective creative energy, “Sharing a building with a spectrum of artists 
(poets, designers, photographers) encourages productivity and collaboration.”54 
A resident of Westbeth, the first nonprofit-developed artist live/work space 
building in Manhattan, says that the best part of their space is, “affordable rent, 
inspiration from neighbors, sharing work.”55 Even those artists who are not in 
buildings occupied by multiple artists appreciate the advantages of being 
surrounded by creative people. One response is, “If I were going to do it again, I 
would prefer to live in a building where I had my own apartment, but the other 
apartments were filled with working artists as well. I think the community 
presence can significantly add to one’s inspiration and output.”56 It is the 
author’s experience that the artist co-operatives are appealing situations, where 
people spoke to each other in the hallways and where the fruits of their 
                                                 
53
 Video/film artist, age 30-39, Chicago, IL. Anonymous response collected for Survey Monkey-
administered survey, November 14, 2010 to January 14, 2011. 
54
 Digital artist, age 19-29, Chicago, IL. Anonymous response collected for Survey Monkey-
administered survey, November 14, 2010 to January 14, 2011. 
55
 Writer, age 60-69, Manhattan, NY. Anonymous response collected for Survey Monkey-
administered survey, November 14, 2010 to January 14, 2011. 
56
 Painter, age 19-29, Philadelphia, PA. Anonymous response collected for Survey Monkey-
administered survey, November 14, 2010 to January 14, 2011. 
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creativity were evident throughout the building. During site visits the author 
witnessed artists installing sculptures that moved in the wind; shared roof 
gardens; invitations to house concerts; flyers for shows and open studio tours; 
theatrical rehearsals; and many artists willing to show off their spaces, their 
artwork, and to explain their artistic process. These artist co-operatives have a 
too-good-to-be true aura of smaller versions of the city of Florence during the 
Renaissance, and while they also have issues with the mundane aspects of daily 
life—annoying neighbors, troubles with finances, building maintenance issues—
it is hard not to squint one’s eyes and only see the rosy glow of a group of artists 
living together in harmony, creating beautiful artworks.  
 
Conclusion 
The on-line questionnaire served as an excellent follow-up research tool, 
further refining the conclusions drawn from the five site visits. Certain of the 
findings have fallen by the wayside, while others have maintained their place on 
the list of must-haves. During the site visits many of the artist-residents 
mentioned open studio tours and the utility of participating in those; however, in 
the questionnaire this aspect of live/work space was ranked as one of the top 
three answers in the category of “unimportant.” Presumably this was because 
the majority of the artist-respondents did not participate in open studio, 
whereas on the site visits the people interviewed were in leadership positions in 
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their live/work situations and more inclined to be involved in community 
outreach activities. This discovery points out the value of this two-part research; 
that the follow-up questionnaire enabled the author to access artist-resident 
responses from a larger and more representative group.  
In addition to certain aspects falling off the list of must-haves, some were 
added. On the site visits not many of the artists mentioned a desire to have 
access to high-speed internet, the number three aspects in the ranking of 
attributes of a live/work space that are considered “Extremely important.” With 
more discussion comes more clarity on artist-residents’ needs. After this second 
stage of research the themes pulled from the on-line questionnaire come down 
to the amount of space, issues of noise, and opportunities for collaboration. 
Properly managing these attributes in more live/work projects will potentially 
spread the rosy glow of living in successful live/work spaces.  
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CHAPTER THREE – CONCLUSION 
 
 
 
 
 Based on the interviews conducted during the live/work space site visits 
and the feedback received from the artist-residents during the on-line 
questionnaire, live/work space does increase artistic output. Proceeding with 
this understanding, the next conclusion drawn is that cities’ cultural lives will 
become exponentially more robust with the cultivation of locations for artists to 
comfortably and safely make art. If the spaces are developed, and developed 
properly, the situation is mutually beneficial for the tenants and the property 
developers. City planners and community development groups can reap the 
benefits of artists adding value to their projects, through their inherent 
gentrification capabilities. And building properties that truly support the artists 
with the amenities they require will ensure the artists stay in the live/work space 
as long-term, productive residents. The artist-residents spoken to during the 
research provide the author with three very simple must-haves: sufficient 
amounts of affordable space, soundproof walls, and a community of other artists 
with whom to interact. Designs for live/work spaces could go beyond these three 
simple tenets, but as long as these are included the chances for success will 
greatly improve. 
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DO: Put artists near other artists 
 By developing live/work spaces that include more than one unit, the issue 
of proximity to other artists could be taken care of. This works well for new 
building projects or for projects that renovate existing buildings that are large 
enough to support multiple units, as with the NWAC, Project Artaud, and Coral 
Street Arts House. With a privately-owned live/work space such as Mr. Nasisse’s, 
he was fortunate to have a developer who marketed to other artists, as well as 
thoughtful people like Mr. Keyes, as part of his network. His arts’ community 
grew both organically and intentionally by having the trace gallery and renting 
studio space. These are both proactive approaches Mr. Nasisse has taken to 
connect with fellow artists. Ms. Alsina is also fortunate to be surrounded by 
other artists in the Pilsen neighborhood, but must work to keep this community 
strong by going through the laborious annual exercise of organizing the open 
studios.  
 
DO: Soundproof the walls and the ceilings 
 The most ironic finding of this research is soundproofing. Everyone wants 
it and not many have it. It is one of the most often mentioned complaints by 
artist-respondents to the questionnaire and is also the most often overlooked 
element for the spaces on the site visits. The only artist-resident who bothered 
with any soundproofing is Mr. Nasisse, the private owner who renovated his 
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entire live/work space on his own. With foresight that seems positively radical 
considering the findings from the rest of the research, he soundproofed his walls 
knowing that living in the music-rich city of Athens meant that it was likely his 
future neighbors might end up being musicians, which they were. At the NWAC, 
rules were in place for quiet hours, limiting the time that artists could spend 
being artistic. To make up for the fact that the walls are not soundproof and 
incapable of blocking out any noise-producing art-making, the artist-residents 
are asked to not make art. The Coral Street Arts House also lacks soundproofing, 
which is unfortunate considering several of the residents are musicians and 
because Ms. Semmelroth mentioned that there have been complaints of noises 
traveling between floors. One would hope that with any future projects they 
might build, that they will consider soundproofing elements as part of the 
design.  
 As technology changes for building materials, hopefully products for 
simple soundproofing will become readily available and therefore less expensive. 
One supplementary benefit of some of the energy-efficient upgrades that 
residents are encouraged to undertake by the current President’s 
administration, as well as green building experts, is they result in better 
soundproofing. The blow-in insulations that are available to stop air leaks from 
penetrating building walls and roofs, by insulating previously hollow spaces, also 
serve as a buffer that dampens noise. This upgrade on buildings is becoming 
more and more customary and it might serve the double-benefit of 
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soundproofing artist live/work spaces as well as making them more energy 
efficient and so cheaper to heat in the winter and cool in the summer.     
 
DO: Provide enough space and keep it affordable 
 The requirement of having sufficient amounts of cheap space for 
successful live/work space is the one which is the most difficult for obvious 
reason, and so it is the one that cannot be resolved with a standardized set of 
approaches. Each real estate market will support different sized spaces and each 
will have its own cost per square foot. Subsidized housing, nonprofits accessing 
tax credits and philanthropic dollars, and buying in transitional neighborhoods 
are just a few examples of techniques for developing affordable live/work spaces 
investigated during the research for this paper. The real issue is that a creative 
solution to stopping gentrification has yet to be discovered. Until that happens, 
individuals will be required to continue to advocate for the development of 
affordable artists’ housing that is built with the understanding that the benefits 
to the surrounding neighborhood justify its existence enough to keep it 
affordable. If commercial developers could ever reach this benevolent attitude 
of allowing artists to remain in live/work spaces even while the surrounding 
properties increase in value, and not raise the rents or the cost per square foot 
for the artists, that would be an enormous advancement for artist live/work 
space. This, of course, would require a certain amount of enforcement to ensure 
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that the artists were working artists, which some cities currently do through 
artist certification.  
 
Description of the ideal live/work space  
 
So what might the ideal live/work space look like if you implement the 
suggestions gathered from the research for this paper to create the perfect 
live/work space scenario? 
 There would be other working artists living in the building or adjacent 
buildings. 
 It would have high speed internet. 
 There would be a mixture of different-sized live/work spaces, residential 
spaces, and studios spaces. This would give the artist-residents the option 
of live/work spaces or adjacent studio spaces that were completely 
separate from their living space, perhaps even on a different floor.57 The 
studios could be rented by artists who had the “living only” spaces in the 
building; anyone who wanted to have the option of shutting a door on 
their work for the evening and walking away. This would also work well 
for artists using chemicals, as it would limit exposure and avoid the 
                                                 
57
 This idea of separating live/work space grew out of the answers of one of the artist-
respondents to the questionnaire. Additionally, the research conduct by the city of Chicago 
during the 2000 Chicago Artists’ Survey showed that artists, “Want to work in (68%) or adjacent 
to (79%) their homes,” available from http://www.chicagoartistsresource.org/dance/node/28822 
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situation where, “ultimately living with chemicals drove me out,” a quote 
from the answer which informed the subtitle of this paper. 58 
 The walls and floor would be soundproofed. 
 If it was a co-op there would be a board made up of fellow artists who 
served as the building’s decision-makers. 
 The building would participate in the local open studio tour as a method 
for cultivating a connection with the surrounding community. 
 Financial obligations would be handled in a lenient manner, with 
protocols in place that took into account the possibility of late payments. 
 There would be an income generating tenant that would help offset the 
maintenance costs for the building. 
 The spaces would remain affordable, perhaps following Project Artaud’s 
model where no-one sells for a profit or Artspace’s model where a 
nonprofit retains ownership of the building. 
 The space would be developed and built with outside assistance so that 
artists would not have to take time away from their art-making to create 
their live/work space. 
 There would be access to someone with knowledge of the public 
assistance available to low-income artists, as there is at Coral Street Arts 
House. 
 There would be a freight elevator. (Figure 19.)59 
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 Painter, age 30-39, Brooklyn, NY. Anonymous response collected for Survey Monkey-
administered survey, November 14, 2010 to January 14, 2011. 
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 There would be… 
 
 
Figure 19. Freight elevator at Project Artaud. 
 
This bulleted list could be added to for several pages, by continuing to 
include more of the excellent examples and suggestions that came from picking 
the brains of artists during the research phase of this paper. The above 
incomplete list represents a starting point for what could result in a much more 
robust and in-depth study, culminating in a definitive set of best-practices. And 
from these it would be a worthwhile undertaking to create a tool for artist-
residents and developers to use when creating or renovating artist live/work 
spaces—perhaps a pamphlet to be disseminated or an on-line resource similar to 
CAR’s Square Feet Chicago.  
                                                                                                                                     
59
 Freight elevators were not discussed in chapter one, but they were mentioned by the artist-
residents lucky enough to have a freight elevator installed in their buildings. Several of the 
authors who discussed the development of live/work space also mentioned the advantage of 
finding former factory buildings with freight elevators as it simplifies the process of moving large 
artworks. In The Art Studio/Loft Manual, Eric Rudd counsels not letting elevators remain inactive 
as getting them operational and up to code can be expensive. 
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Artists’ needs since economic recession 
 
Consolidating personal and business expense for self-employed artists, by 
offering affordable live/work space, would be a welcome improvement in the 
lives of many of our nation’s artists, particularly on the heels of the recent 2008 
recession. In May of 2010, LINC released results based on almost 7,000 
responses to a survey that focused on the effect the economic downturn has had 
on the lives of artists. The findings show that: 
 Artists are struggling more as a result of the recession - 51% of artists 
have seen their art-related income decline since 2008. 
 Artists are well educated, but not highly paid – six in ten artists made less 
than $40,000 in 2008, although two-thirds hold at least a bachelor’s 
degree. 
 Artists play multiple roles – seven in ten artists hold at least one job in 
addition to making art. 60 
 
These findings point to some difficult truths. Artists, already practitioners of low-
income generating work, were negatively affected by the recession. And these 
are artists who are already highly educated, not likely candidates for the career-
development type of educational opportunities that other Americans can turn to 
in an attempt to boost their earning potential. And so artists are taking second 
jobs to supplement their income, as was discussed in the first chapter of this 
paper. 
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 Leveraging Investments in Creativity, “Artists and the Economic Recession Survey: A Summary 
of Findings – May 2010,” (New York, NY: LINC, 2010). 
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Not all of the survey results are as depressing as the three above. In the 
same list of key findings, LINC reports: 
 Artists are positive – 89% think artists have a special role in strengthening 
communities, and 74% believe this is an inspiring time to be an artist. 
 Artists are opportunistic – four in ten artists report spending more time 
on their art as a result of the recession and one-third are experimenting 
and collaborating more.    
 Artists serve their communities – eight in ten volunteer in their 
communities.61  
 
The person described in the above three bullets is the type of person any 
struggling city would want to have moving into its neighborhoods. Resilient, 
creative, and collaborative citizens who see opportunities where others might 
see obstacles are exactly what cities transitioning out of the recession need. As 
Jeremy Nowak, former president of The Reinvestment Fund, a Philadelphia-
based community investment fund, pointed out in his 2007 report Creativity and 
Neighborhood Development; Strategies for Community Investment, “Artists are 
expert at uncovering, expressing and re-purposing the assets of place—from 
buildings and public spaces to community stories. They are natural place-makers 
who assume—in the course of making a living—a range of civic and 
entrepreneurial roles that require both collaboration and self-reliance.”62   
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 Leveraging Investments in Creativity, “Artists and the Economic Recession Survey: A Summary 
of Findings – May 2010” (New York, NY: LINC, 2010). 
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 Jeremy Nowak, “Creativity and Neighborhood Development: Strategies for Community 
Investment.” The Reinvestment Fund (Philadelphia, PA. 2007). 
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Current opportunities for the city of Philadelphia  
 
It is time that artists receive their just rewards for their role in our cities 
as our creative place-makers, particularly in the city of Philadelphia where artists 
play such a vital role and where currently there are so many opportunities. One 
major opportunity is the reinstated and reinvigorated Office of Arts and Culture, 
which has been masterfully helmed since October 2008 by Chief Cultural Officer 
Gary Steuer, a New York transplant. Noteworthy is that when the office was 
recreated—after having been dissolved in 2004 during Mayor John Street’s 
tenure—it was renamed and is now called the Mayor’s Office of Arts, Culture 
and the Creative Economy, linking the arts to the economic engine they 
represent, thus giving them a space at more tables than just within the cultural 
sector. Mr. Steuer has actively advocated for the arts of his new hometown by 
commissioning research to help bring attention to Philadelphia’s robust cultural 
sector. In January of 2011, he released the findings from the Creative Vitality 
Index (CVI) for 2006 to 2008. Significant for Philadelphia was the city is ranked 
among the top five cities in the nation, that Philadelphia’s CVI has increased by 
7%, and that Philadelphia’s CVI rating is 70% stronger than national 
benchmarks.63 The CVI of a city is measured by the Western States Arts 
Federation and is based on readily available data sets of employment and 
community participation. Research released by the Pew Charitable Trusts in their 
Philadelphia 2011: The State of the City report indicates that attendance at 
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 Philadelphia Office of Arts, Culture and the Creative Economy, “Creative Vitality in 
Philadelphia: A Three-Year Index, 2006-2008,” January 2011. 
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cultural events has been on the rise despite the recession and that the, “278 city-
based arts and culture organization reported combined, unrestricted revenue of 
well over $800 million in 2009.”64 So Philadelphia has a new champion for its 
cultural sector in Mr. Steuer, the CVI is growing, and the cultural organizations 
are continuing to be supported by the community. But will this reach the artists? 
The artists are the keystone to the success of the cultural sector, but does the 
largest city in the Keystone state support them and retain them?  
 
Potential for Philadelphia’s art students to become Philadelphia’s artist-
residents 
 
Just as the city would be well served by retaining working artists, it 
should also have an eye toward the future of the cultural sector and focus 
attention on the temporary population that comes to Philadelphia to attend art 
school or study art at the region’s colleges and universities. According to a 2010 
survey commissioned by CAMPUS PHILLY, 83% of Philadelphia’s students would 
recommend the city as a place to go to school, but only 55% would recommend 
it as a place to live.65 The respondents were asked to rank characteristics of the 
city that were important to them and those that were currently of a high quality; 
out of the twelve characteristic the four with the largest decrease between the 
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Pew Charitable Trusts, “Philadelphia 2011: The State of the City,” Available from 
http://www.pewtrusts.org/uploadedFiles/wwwpewtrustsorg/Reports/Philadelphia_Research_Ini
tiative/Philadelphia-City-Data-Population-Demographics.pdf.  
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 Campus Philly, “From Students to Resident: Findings from Campus Philly’s 2010 Student 
Retention Survey,” Available from 
http://www.campusphilly.org/annual_meeting/fromstudenttoresident.pdf. 
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rating for importance and the rating for quality were, “cost of living,” “post-
graduation job prospects,” “quality of neighborhood I live in,” and “quality of 
housing opportunities.” While the survey was not geared specifically to art 
students, it did include respondents from the Pennsylvania Academy of Fine Arts, 
Moore College of Art and Design, University of the Arts, as well as from Temple 
University, University of Pennsylvania, and Drexel University, which all have fine 
arts programs. Having affordable and adequate housing opportunities that the 
art students of Philadelphia would be able to move in to, and maintain after 
graduation, would offer the city an asset that would make it a more attractive 
city in the competition for the creative workforce.   
The city has historically missed the opportunity to offer the affordable 
live/work space that artists require. In his 1998 article in The Philadelphia 
Inquirer, Alan Heavens points out that other cities have made more of an effort 
to draw artists by providing live/work space, while Philadelphia is negligent in 
this area, “One would correctly expect New York City to be far ahead of 
Philadelphia in the number of what are traditionally known as artist’s lofts. But 
some smaller cities, such as Hartford, Conn., could soon pass Philadelphia by in 
hope that encouraging such projects will pump new life into languishing 
downtowns.”66  
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 Alan Heavens, “Where Art Thou? First It Was South Street. Then Old City. But Nowadays, Living 
and Working Space For Artists Can Be Pricey – And If Not, It’s Often Dicey. And Little Is Being 
Done About It,” Philadelphia Inquirer, (May 17, 1998): Real Estate. 1. 
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DIY artist residencies 
 
Fellow artists recognize the need for affordable live/work space. 
Recently, more and more informal artists’ housing has been developed—often in 
the form of short term artists’ residency programs and often without outside 
funding sources. In Philadelphia, an article in The Philadelphia Inquirer described 
the Philadelphia Art Hotel (http://www.philadelphiaarthotel.org); a married 
couple, Krista Peel and Zak Starer, “Run a rent-free artist studio and residency 
out of their spacious East Kensington rowhouse. In return for two to six weeks of 
housing and studio space, the artists need only donate some of their work to the 
house.”67 The project is completely self-funded and is similar to the one artist 
Anni Holm runs. In the process of granting permission to use the image of her 
artwork in this paper, Ms. Holm sent an e-mail that explained that she has 
hosted three multi-week residencies in her home and that, “It has been a great 
experience to get to know an artist up close - along with developing a friendship, 
that I would not otherwise have been able to develop. I started the residency in 
2008 and have been interested in expanding it to have more artists per year, but 
I'll take a little more time I think to convince my husband of that.”68  
In Miami an innovative project has been developed by LegalArt, the local 
volunteer lawyers for the arts organization. With funding from The Knight 
Foundation, LegalArt was able to renovate a 1924 building to include several 600 
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 Lindsay Warner, “Artists in Residence: The Philadelphia Art Hotel, Providing Free Lodging and 
Studio, Gives Struggling Creative Types a Bit Less of a Struggle,” Philadelphia Inquirer, (July 28, 
2010).  
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 Anni Holm, e-mail exchange, April 26, 2011. 
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square foot live/work spaces that are available for a year-long residency at the 
subsidized cost of $400 a month 
(http://www.legalartmiami.org/residency/overview). Executive Director 
Kathleen Carignan explains, “We are a unique program because of our 
combination of local artist residency (for a year), visiting national and 
international artist residency, and visiting curator and writer residency. We feel 
that we have designed the space to be very collaborative and we bring in 
residents that we believe will both benefit from our program as well as offer 
something to the local art community and our other artists in residence.”69 
Fellow artists and arts organizations who do not traditionally offer housing as 
part of their mission have stepped forward to do their part of fill the void and 
benefit from the opportunity of cultivating space for creative individuals.  
 
National interest in artists as place-makers 
 
The trend towards supporting the arts and artists to serve as place-
makers is a national one. Chairman Rocco Landesman has actively pursued the 
notion that the arts can serve as an economic driver ever since he was appointed 
as Chairman of the NEA. Most publically he has signaled this by replacing the 
NEA’s slogan, “A Great Nation Deserves Great Art” with the slogan, “Art Works”. 
At the Grantmakers in the Arts conference in October 2009, Chairman 
Landesman introduced the tripartite meaning of his new slogan explaining that 
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there are great artworks in America, that art works to bring change in the lives 
of Americans, and that art(ists) work.70 As he says, “from the foot traffic of 
people coming to studios and rehearsals to the influx of people looking for a 
place to eat or drink after an art opening or before a show, these buildings 
attract new people and often expendable income to neighborhoods.”71  
The Chairman has also introduced two new programs, Our Town and The 
Mayors' Institute on City Design 25th Anniversary Initiative (MICD25). Our Town 
will, “Use small, targeted grants to help arts organizations revitalize their 
communities.”72 MICD25, run by Jason Schupbach, is an initiative that, according 
to a press release, “Supports creative place-making projects that contribute 
toward the livability of communities and help transform sites into lively, 
beautiful, and sustainable places with the arts at their core.”73 One recipient of 
the MICD25 grant, of which twenty-one were awarded, was the city of Chicago, 
who received a $250,000 matching grant toward the development of the Cermak 
Road Creative Industry District, a project described in chapter two.  
In addition to the NEA, the Ford Foundation has begun an initiative, being 
managed by LINC, to fund art spaces nationwide. Launched in 2010, “Space For 
Change,” is a $100 million, ten-year funding initiative developed when Luis A. 
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Ubiñas took over as president of Ford in 2008. It is meant to, “Build new spaces 
and renovate and expand old ones, the latest initiative aims to encourage the 
construction of affordable housing for artists in or around some of these spaces 
and to spur economic development in their surrounding areas.”74 
 
Current live/work space resources for Philadelphia  
 
Funding for potential projects in Philadelphia cannot be responsibly 
addressed until the knowledge of how to develop successful live/work space has 
been expanded on. Philadelphia must first address the dearth of resources for 
those interested in artist live/work space development. The most recent in-
depth live/work space publication available for artists in the Philadelphia region 
is a guidebook that the Philadelphia Volunteer Lawyers for the Arts (PVLA) 
published in 1983. This publication was produced for Mayor Goode’s 
administration, for the Office of Arts and Culture, and was titled Under Billy 
Penn's Hat: Living and Work Space for Artists and Others.75 It is a large well 
designed book, almost like a catalogue in shape and size. The knowledge it 
shares does not overwhelm the reader. It is succinct, sparsely presented, and 
highly useful—perfect for someone with a visual eye. Each section begins with a 
scenario and then goes on to describe how to handle situations from buying 
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property at a public auction to how to acquire permits from the city’s office of 
Licensing and Inspections.  
Now that Philadelphia has (re)created the Office of Arts, Culture, and the 
Creative Economy it needs to think about updating PVLA’s guide. Pew Charitable 
Trusts’ Pew Fellowships in the Arts produced a book in 2006 called the Artists’ 
Resource Guide. The publication includes a several page section that lists contact 
information for various organizations that deal with work space and housing 
related issues, and under each listing it includes a brief description of the 
services offered.76 The original publication was presumably for Pew’s fellows but 
they have generously made it available to the general public on a website that is 
not as detailed as the book, but that will be updated with more frequency. The 
Arts & Business Council has a three page fact sheet on how artists in Philadelphia 
can find housing. PVLA also has an updated two-page brochure available for 
download from its website; however, like Pew’s on-line resource it primarily lists 
phone numbers of agencies in lieu of a comprehensive how-to guide.  
A lot has changed in 28 years since PVLA published its guide. A lot has 
even changed in the last 10 years! The real estate market has changed 
drastically, the demographics of the city have changed and the Mayor’s Office of 
Culture has been dissolved and recreated. The artists of Philadelphia need 
something a little more current than Under Billy Penn’s Hat and more 
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comprehensive than the on-line materials from PVLA and Pew and it would 
benefit the city to ensure that the artists who make up the creative economy are 
able to cultivate sustainable lifestyles and remain as residents of Philadelphia. 
The Office of Arts, Culture and the Creative Economy would be smart to develop 
a Square Feet Philadelphia, similar to what CAR makes available to the artists of 
Chicago.  
Another incentive for doing this now comes from a May 2007 primary 
ballot question where 80% of the people who voted indicated their support for 
Ballot Question #6, which called for the creation of a Zoning Code Commission to 
reform and modernize Philadelphia's Zoning Code.77 As the ballot question 
stated, it was to “Make the Code consistent and easy to understand, and to 
enhance and improve Philadelphia’s city planning process while encouraging 
development and protecting the character of Philadelphia’s neighborhoods?”78 
What a perfect time to become involved in this issue, while the Code is being 
evaluated and while there is an opportunity to ensure that any resources 
developed to demystify the code include information that pertains to artists. 
This paper is only an initial attempt at cracking into this very complicated 
issue. What is significant is the myriad of current opportunities, particularly in 
Philadelphia, which ultimately make the need to further develop the available 
resources for potential live/work space developers even more time sensitive. An 
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article that appeared in Crain’s in November of 2010 discussed the number of 
artists affected by the economic recession who could no longer afford to stay in 
the five boroughs of New York City. As the article points out, “Many had hoped 
the recession would bring down rents, making it easier for them to stay. Instead, 
rents have barely dropped, and the part-time jobs they depend on for survival 
have become harder to find. Without a strong arts community, New York risks 
losing its standing as a creative center.”79 The article goes on to describe some of 
the cities where these artists are able to find affordable spaces that they then 
have to develop into proper live/work spaces; one of the cities mentioned—
Philadelphia.  
While it is difficult to imagine New York City ever being replaced as the 
center of the art world in the United States, it is not too farfetched to imagine 
another city gaining on New York as home to the majority of the nation’s east 
coast artists. This thesis has argued that any city willing to invest in materials 
which explain how to create well-designed artist live/work spaces, that include 
at least three basic elements—sufficient space, soundproofing, and interactions 
with other artists—could attract a vibrant, creative, and innovative portion of 
the population. Furthermore, these artist-residents would benefit from the 
superior live/work spaces and this would encourage their prolonged residency. 
As a consequence, the urban centers looking to rejuvenate and reinvigorate 
                                                 
79
 Miriam Souccar, “Artists Fleeing the City: High Cost of Living, Fewer Part-time Jobs Drive Them 
Out of New York,” Crains (November 14, 2010), available from: 
http://www.crainsnewyork.com/article/20101114/FREE/311149985#.  
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would profit from the artists, who have long served as catalysts for change, and 
whose impact on the communities where they live has historically resulted in 
increased property values and more development opportunities. Philadelphia is 
poised to serve as a national example, with several current factors of which to 
take advantage—zoning code revision, an active Office of Arts, Culture and the 
Creative Economy, and a growing cultural sector. The initial investment would 
involve not much more than conducting research and developing a 
comprehensive how-to guide on live/work space, specific to the local real estate 
market. Positioning the city to become the Sixth Borough might seem a low 
objective for which to aim, but if the artists have all been priced out of boroughs 
one through five, perhaps being the sixth is not such a bad ranking?      
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APPENDIX A – Glossary of Select Terms from LINC 
 
 
 
 
 The following terms were pulled from the glossary of terms available as a 
resource on the LINC website (http://www.lincnet.net/artist-space/glossary). 
Other terms are defined in the on-line version of the glossary, but the following 
are ones specific to this paper and therefore included for additional clarity. 
 
Community Development Corporation (CDC) - A geographically based nonprofit 
organization that provides services and programming to benefit, empower, and 
promote its community. Many CDC's serve lower-income residents and revitalize 
neighborhoods, accomplishing this through advocacy, real estate development, 
economic development, and community organizing. 
 
Cooperative (co-op or coop) - In general, a cooperative is a jointly owned, 
democratically controlled enterprise or business venture. Housing cooperatives, 
by extension, are a legal entity (usually a corporation) that owns real estate 
meant for the purpose of providing residences for shareholders. A typical 
housing co-op is a multi-family apartment building, whereby each shareholder 
occupies one housing unit. Because of the nature of joint ownership, the 
governance of housing co-ops is different from condominiums; for example, in 
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the case of artist housing co-op rules can stipulate that only certified artists can 
occupy the unit. 
 
Zoning - Zoning is a tool used by municipalities and counties to preserve certain 
qualities of a neighborhood, protect existing residents or businesses, or even to 
incentivize development. Broadly stated, it is a system of land use regulation 
that separates different uses from each other and/or impacts the height, lot 
coverage, density, etc., of the built environment. Increasingly, the socio-
economic values of mixed-use developments are being recognized and individual 
land uses (residential, commercial, office, institutional, industrial, open space, 
and agricultural, for example) are being combined on a single parcel or within a 
single building to form more dynamic developments. However, these mixed-use 
developments are either expressly stipulated and planned-for by municipalities, 
or are made possible through a private development company being awarded a 
variance (or, exception to zoning requirements) after arguing that adherence to 
the zoning rules would create a hardship. 
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APPENDIX B – On-line Questionnaire 
 
 
 
 
The following is the text taken from the questionnaire posted on the Survey 
Monkey website. In some sections the formatting is lost and so the structure and 
appearance of the questionnaire questions are described in italics, the rest of the 
text is original to the on-line questionnaire. The bolded text indicates the start of 
each new “page” of the website that broke out the various sections of the on-
line questionnaire: 
 
1. Introduction to artist live/work space questionnaire... 
 
I am a Drexel University student currently working on my master's thesis in Arts 
Administration. I am investigating artist live/work spaces around the United 
States, focusing on the perspective of the artist-residents who occupy them.  
 
My goal with this questionnaire is to capture the opinions of as many artist-
residents as possible and identify potential themes and best practices for artist 
live/work space projects. 
 
The responses to this questionnaire will remain completely anonymous and the 
data will be presented either in the form of an aggregated chart or as quotes 
with the attribution given as respondent's gender, age bracket, primary artistic 
discipline and city of residence (e.g. "male, in 30s, sculptor, Philadelphia, PA"). 
 
As an incentive to complete this questionnaire I will randomly select one 
respondent to receive a $50 American Express gift card. At the end of the 
questionnaire there will be an optional section where respondents can include 
their contact information. I will pull a name out of a hat the day after this comes 
off-line - January 14, 2011 - and will use the contact information to notify the 
winner so if you would like to be part of the drawing be sure to include your 
contact information. 
 
The questionnaire is six sections long with 10 questions and should take as little 
or as much time as you want, depending on the detail you provide in the open 
ended questions.  
 
Thank you so much for your willingness to help me with my research. With 
gratitude, Hillary  
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A few things to know about the questionnaire: 
- all questions require an answer so please do not skip over any 
- click "next" at the bottom of each page to advance or "prev" if you want to go 
back and change an answer 
- the questionnaire is submitted ONLY when you have clicked the "done" button 
at the very end 
 
To begin the questionnaire please click "next" button at bottom of page. Thank 
you.  
 
2. Who should fill out this questionnaire? 
 
Before getting too far along in the questionnaire I would like to make sure that 
the questions I am asking will be relevant to your experience. 
 
Please answer the following three questions: 
 
1) If someone asked you to answer the question, "What is your primary 
occupation?" would you say, "I am an artist."?  
PLEASE NOTE: for this questionnaire the term "artist" refers to practitioners and 
creators of all art forms - dance, sculpture, painting, music, pottery, 
poetry/writing, etc. 
 
2) At some point in your life have you occupied a live/work space? 
PLEASE NOTE: live/work space is defined as a situation where artistic creation 
and living take place under the same roof. It does not include scenarios where 
your studio was separate from the space where you were living. 
 
3) Is the artist live/work space you occupied in the United States? 
 
If you answered YES to all three of the above questions please hit the "next" 
button and proceed with the rest of the short questionnaire. 
 
If you answered NO to even one of these questions, the following questionnaire 
will not apply to your specific situation and you can hit the "exit this survey" 
button at the top right of the screen. If you know anyone who might fit the 
above criteria please forward the link to this questionnaire to them. And thanks 
for your help! 
 
3. This section is about your CURRENT or MOST RECENT artist live/work space 
experience 
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For this questionnaire please ONLY answer the questions as they relate to your 
most recent or current artist live/work space.  
 
Q1. Please describe your most recent artist live/work space experience by 
indicating the date you moved in to the space and the date you moved out. And 
do not worry if you can't remember the exact day you moved in - just put the 
month, 01 for the day and then the year. 
 
If you are still there please leave the "date moved out" fields blank... 
  
In this section there was a fill in the blank labeled “date moved in” and then a 
second one labeled “date moved out” 
 
Q2. I’m interested in knowing where and what type of live/work space you were 
thinking of as you answered question #1.  
 
This question has an A and a B section. 
 
A) To answer this section, first look down the left-hand side and choose the type 
of location (urban, suburban, rural), then check the box along that row that 
corresponds to the type of building you lived in or are still living in (free-standing 
house, apartment/condo, etc.). You should only check one box in the entire grid 
to answer this question. The B section is below the bubbles, please use the box 
to type in which city and state this space is located. 
 
This section consisted of a matrix with the words “urban” “suburban” and “rural” 
along the left side and the options “Free-standing house / row house,” 
“Apartment building conversion,” “Apartment building new construction,” “Loft / 
former industrial conversion,” “Loft new construction,” and “Adaptive reuse (e.g. 
fire house, church, storefront, etc.)” along the top. To select the appropriate 
choice the respondent clicked the button that fell into the y and x-axis for their 
answer. 
 
B) PLEASE INDICATE CITY AND STATE WHERE THIS SPACE IS, and please also 
provide any additional details on the space....  
 
There was a fill-in-the-blank space for the answer to this part B question. 
 
Q3. Now I'd like to know more about who else lived in the building, who 
developed it, and how the ownership model was structured. This question is also 
about the space described in questions #1 and #2, and it is a complicated one, so 
it's best to break it into steps: 
 
A) First, identify the column across the top that best describes the overall 
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residency of the building -- is it a building that is primarily occupied by artists 
(left column), a mix of artists and non-artists (middle column) or a single 
residence (right column)? 
B) Next, look at the list on the far left and identify the option that best describes 
who originally developed the live/work space. Remember this row. 
C) Finally, look at the white box where your first two answers meet up (the 
intersection of the column you identified in A and the row you identified in B). In 
that white box, click the arrow to see a drop-down menu, and choose from that 
menu the option that best represents your ownership model with the live/work 
space - do you rent, own, is it a co-op or a condo, etc. 
Similar to question #2, you will only select ONE drop down answer/in ONE 
row/in ONE of the columns to answer this question. 
 
This question, like the one above, was set up as a matrix; however, instead of 
clicking a button to indicate their answer they had to select a third option from a 
drop down menu of choices.  
 
Along the top the choices for columns were “PRIMARILY OCCUPIED BY ARTISTS, 
“A MIX OF ARTISTS AND NON-ARTISTS,” and “SINGLE RESIDENCE”. Along the left 
hand side the choices for the various rows were “Privately owned and 
developed,” “Developed and owned by a commercial developer,” “Developed by 
a Community Development Corporation (CDC),” “Developed by a nonprofit 
group,” “Squat or non-traditional,” and “I do not know who originally developed 
the space.” And then in each drop down menu the choices were “Sublet,” 
“Monthly-rental,” “Long-term rental,” “Privately own/owned space,” “Privately 
own/owned space with mortgage,” “Condo,” “Co-op,” “Subsidized co-op,” and 
“Non-traditional.” Each of these drop down choices also had a little bit of 
explanatory text with each choice to help respondents select their answer. 
 
Please include details in the box, below... 
There was a fill-in-the-blank space for the answer. 
 
4. This section is about your artistic output 
 
Please answer the following questions as they relate to the artist live/work space 
you described on the previous page in questions #1, #2 and #3.  
 
Q4. In my artist live/work space situation, my artistic output. Please select one 
answer. 
 
o Increased considerably 
o Increased slightly 
o Stayed about the same 
o Decreased slightly 
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o Decreased considerably 
 
 
Please comment on your artistic output... 
There was a fill-in-the-blank space for the answer. 
 
Q5. Please finish this sentence: 
 
"My experience in artist live/work space affected my artistic career by..." 
There was a fill-in-the-blank space for the answer. 
 
 
5. This section is about pros and cons of artist live/work space 
 
In thinking about the artist live/work space you described in the two previous 
sections, please answer the following questions regarding the advantages and 
drawbacks of that experience.  
 
Please think in terms of what is worth replicating in other artist live/work 
situations. What would you do differently or what would you do the same if 
someone asked you to create your ideal live/work space?  
 
Q6. When thinking about the live/work space you have been describing there 
were probably details that made the experience great and ones that might even 
have ruined it for you.  
 
If you were asked to create your own "ideal" live/work space what details would 
you be sure to include? Please rank the various choices in the row on the left 
side as being either extremely important to creating your "ideal" live/work space 
---> all the way down to things that were totally unimportant in your opinion. If 
they do not apply to you please select N/A. 
 
This section consisted of a matrix with the words “Extremely important,” 
“Important,” “Somewhat unimportant,” “Totally unimportant,” and “N/A” along 
the top. On the left side the options were “Proximity to materials needed for art 
making (frame makers, recording studios),” “Opportunity to be involved in 
leadership (if it is a co-op),” “Cost of living in area is within financial means,” 
“Proximity of services (post office, Fed Ex, banks, etc.),” “Access to enhanced 
utilities (extra power for kilns, etc.),” “Ownership/owned by resident(s),” “Secure 
real estate market / no fear of being priced out or gentrification,” “Collaborations 
among artist-residents,” “Proximity to major galleries/art scene,” “Suitable space 
for raising a family,” “Opportunity to be involved in leadership (if it is a co-op),” 
“Local entertainment offerings (movie theatres, coffee shops, restaurants, bars),” 
“Safety of surrounding neighborhood,” “Space is adaptable / can be easily 
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renovated or changed.” To select the answer the respondent clicked the button in 
the column that fell into appropriate option for each row. 
 
Please provide any additional details you want to add.... 
There was a fill-in-the-blank space for the answer. 
 
Q7. This is the fundamental question of this questionnaire - what are the pros 
and cons of artist live/work space? In your experience, what works and what 
doesn't work? 
 
Hopefully some of the items you ranked in the above question have jogged your 
memory. Please use the following space to share a little (or a lot) about your 
experience with artist live/work space, with a focus on what worked well for you 
as an artist and what did not work well... 
There was a fill-in-the-blank space for the answer. 
 
6. This section is for collecting demographic information and gift card raffle... 
Please answer the following questions so that your answers can be attributed to 
you (and remember, it's anonymous so you will be listed by "gender, age, 
primary artistic discipline and current city").  
 
The boxes for your name, e-mail and cell/phone number are voluntary and will 
be kept separate from the rest of survey. I am only collecting this data as a way 
to contact you in the event that your name is the one pulled from the hat as the 
winner of the $50 American Express gift card. Good luck! 
 
Also, if I have forgotten to ask any questions (Survey Monkey only allows for 10 
questions!) please feel free to e-mail me at hem26@drexel.edu with any 
additional information you want to share. I would love to know more about your 
live/work experience(s). 
Q8. I belong to this age group... 
 
o 18 years of age, or younger 
o 19 to 29 years old 
o 30 to 39 years old  
o 40 to 49 years old 
o 50 to 59 years old 
o 60 to 69 years old  
o 70 to 79 years old 
o 80 years of age, or older  
 
Q9. I create these types of art... 
 
Please list your four top mediums of artistic output by marking one artform in 
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the first column labeled "primary artistic output", one from the next column for 
the next type of art you create and so on.  
 
I realize you may create more types of art than four but I had to go with a 
number and I like the number four.  
 
And feel free to stop with just your primary artistic output; this question does 
not require every column to have a check in it... 
 
This question had a matrix with four columns that were labeled along the top, 
from left to right, as “primary artistic output (pick one),” “secondary artistic 
output (pick one),” “tertiary artistic output (pick one),”and “quaternary artistic 
output (pick one).” Along the left side of the matric were several rows that were 
labeled with the following types of art: Ceramics/pottery, Dance (ballet, modern, 
jazz, hip hop, etc.), Digital, Multimedia/installations, Music (composition, 
performance or both), Paintings and works on paper (not printmaking), 
Performance art, Photography, Poetry, Prints, Sculptures and three dimensional 
art, Song, Textile/fabric art, Theatre, Video art/film, and Written word (fiction 
and non-fiction). 
 
Is there a type of art I have left out? 
There was a fill-in-the-blank space for the answer. 
 
Q10. I CURRENTLY live in...(please fill in boxes for City/Town, State and ZIP) 
(and please also include your name and e-mail address or cell/phone number if 
you would like to be entered into the drawing for the $50 American Express gift 
card) 
Name:  
City/Town:  
State:  
ZIP:  
Email Address:  
Cell/Phone Number: 
 
There were fill-in-the-blank spaces for all of the above answers. 
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APPENDIX C – Solicitation E-mail 
 
 
 
 
The following is an example of the text sent out in an e-mail blast, asking artists 
who had occupied live/work space to complete the on-line questionnaire:  
 
I am a Drexel University student currently working on my master's thesis in Arts 
Administration. I am investigating artist live/work spaces around the United 
States, focusing on the perspective of the artist-residents who occupy them. To 
capture as many opinions as possible I have created this on-line questionnaire. 
If you are an artist and have ever occupied an artist live/work space in the 
United States this questionnaire applies to you (live/work space is defined as a 
situation where artistic creation and living take place under the same roof).  
The questionnaire is six sections long with 10 questions and should take as little 
or as much time as you want, depending on the detail you provide in the open 
ended questions. 
As an incentive to complete this questionnaire I will randomly select one person, 
who submits a completed questionnaire, to receive a $50 American Express gift 
card the day after the questionnaire comes off-line on January 14, 2011.  
Please click on this link (or paste it into your web browser address line) to 
begin the survey: http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/7T8NNWQ 
And if you know of anyone else who has ever occupied artist live/work space in 
the United States please feel free to forward this e-mail to them. Thank you!   
With much appreciation,  
Hillary  
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